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DECISIONS  RELATING  TO  PENSIONS. 


origin— disease  op  eyes-dropping. 
James  C.  Hall. 

Under  a  misapprehension  of  facts,  or  on  account  of  an  error  of  judgment  based  on 
insafiicient  testimony,  the  appellant  was  originally  granted  a  x)6nsion  under  the 
general  law  at  the  rate  of  $6  per  month  for  ** disease  of  left  eye;"  but  in  pursu- 
ance of  subsequent  and  more  reliable  evidence  going  to  show  that  such  cause  of 
disability  was  not  of  service  origin  his  name  was  dropped  from  the  pension  rolls. 

It  is  shown  that  the  only  disease  of  left  eye  is  the  scane  as  that  which  also  affects  the 
right  eye,  namely,  c«nical  cornea,  or  conicity  of  the  cornea  (keratoconus  or 
keratoglobus;  staphyloma  pellucidum) ,  **the  cause  of  which  is  not  known" 
(Norris);  but  for  the  relief  of  which  iridectomy  is  usually  resorted  to,  and  such 
operation  was  performed  on  each  eye  in  this  case,  with  poor  results  in  one  eye 
and  but  partial  success  in  the  other. 

Held,  That  the  condition  of  the  appellant's  eyes  is  not  shown  to  have  originated  in 
the  service;  and  that,  in  view  of  the  nature  of  the  disease  in  question,  it  is  not 
believed  to  be  susceptible  of  proof  as  of  8er\dce  origin. 

Assistant  Shcretary  F,  Z.  Camphell  to  the  dminiUsioner  of  Penshms^ 

October  SI,  1902. 

The  appellant  in  this  case,  James  C.  Hall,  who  served  in  Company 
H,  One  hundred  and  fiftieth  Ohio  Infantry,  from  May  2  to  August 
23,  1864,  and  in  Company  A,  One  hundred  and  ninety-seventh  Ohio 
Infantry,  from  April  6  to  July  31, 1865,  filed  a  claim  for  pension  under 
the  general  law  Jul}''  16,  1888,  wherein  he  alleged  that  during  his  said 
first  service  and  while  at  Fort  Slemmer,  D,  C,  on  or  about  July  4, 
1864,  he  was  accidentally  struck  on  the  right  eye  by  a  stick  in  the 
hands  of  a  comrade;  and  also  that  during  his  second  service  he  con- 
tracted a  cold  and  intermittent  fever  which  settled  in  his  eyes,  and  that 
both  eyes  became  affected  as  a  result  of  the  said  injury  and  disease. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  fail  to  show  the  incurrence  of 
or  treatment  for  the  alleged  injury  or  any  sequel  thereof  while  in  said 
first  service;  and  the  only  cause  of  disability  such  records  show 
treatment  for  while  in  said  second  service  was  acute  diarrhea,  from 
July  5  to  July  19,  1866. 

The  only  evidence  as  to  the  alleged  origin  of  any  affection  of  the 
eyes,  either  from  injury  or  disease,  in  either  the  first  or  second  serv- 
ice of  the  soldier  filed  in  the  case,  was  the  testimony  of  several  com- 
rades, one  of  whom  described  the  circumstances  under  which  'Mie 
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received  a  blow  over  the  right  eye  from  a  stick  in  the  hands  of  a 
fellow-soldier  who  had  taken  a  little  too  much  beer,"  and  said  that  he 
"at  once  dressed  the  wound."  This  affiant  also  said  that  the  soldier 
was  *'a  stead}^  sober  young  man,  with  good  eyes  at  the  time;  now 
and  for  some  years  they  have  been  badly  twisted,  especially  the  right 
one."  This  affidavit  was  filed  August  25,  1900.  The  witness  sub- 
scribes himself  as  a  D.  D.  S.  and  an  M.  D.  He  states  that  he  was  not 
a  member  of  the  medical  staff,  but  often  attended  to  minor  ailments  of 
his  fellow-soldiers.  It  is  noted,  however,  that  he  does  not  saj'  that 
the  claimant's  right  ej^e  was  injured  by  the  said  blow. 

Other  comrades  testify  to  the  incurrence  of  the  alleged  injury,  but  . 
gav.e  different  versions  as  to  the  manner  and  circumstances  under  which 
it  was  incurred.  And  one  says  that  his  eye  was  ''  bandaged  with  a 
handkerchief"  on  the  day  he  was  hurt,  while  another  says  it  was 
'*  fixed  up  with  coui*t-plaster."  Be  this  as  it  may,  however,  when  the 
claim  was  originally  adjudicated  a  pension  on  account  of  "disease  of 
left  eye"  only  was  allowed.  Just  why  a  pension  on  account  of  disease 
of  but  one  eye  was  allowed  was  not  made  to  appear  on  the  brief  face. 

It  is  worthy  of  note  that  before  the  soldier  ever  applied  for  a  pension 
at  all  there  had  been  an  operation  for  iridectomy  on  each  ej'^e.  And 
the  examining  surgeons  before  whom  he  appeared  for  examination 
October  10, 1888,  the  first  examination  held  in  the  case,  expressed  the 
opinion  that  there  was  "  nothing  to  indicate  what  the  condition  of  the 
eyes  was  prior  to  the  operation."  He  was,  nevertheless,  as  above 
stated,  granted  a  pension  for  *' disease  of  left  eye."  It  was  also  stated 
in  the  certificate  of  said  examination  that  thei^e  was  "  no  present  evi- 
dences of  injury  to  right  e^^e."  This  eye  was  found  to  be  totally  blind 
from  "partial  collapse  of  the  posterior  chamber  from  operation  for 
iridectomy."  And  there  was  convergent  strabismus  of  said  eye,  due 
to  complete  paralysis  of  the  right  external  rectus  muscle. 

The  original  certificate  of  pension  was  issued  to  the  soldier  May  2, 
18m9,  for  diseiise  of  left  eye,  at  the  i^ate  of  $6  per  month. 

On  May  27,  1889,  a  claim  for  increase  was  filed,  wherein  the  pen- 
sioner said: 

He  claims  not  only  a  much  higher  rate  on  the  condition  of  the  left  eye,  but  also 
claims  the  allowance  of  (tension  on  disease  of  l)oth  eyes,  as  alleged  in  original 
application. 

Pursuant  to  said  claim  for  increase,  a  medical  examination  was  made 
of  the  pensioner  May  7,  1890,  but  the  claim  was  not  adjudicated — in 
the  light  of  the  findings  at  such  examination,  nor  in  accordance  ^vith 
the  facts  theretofore  presented  in  the  case.  Subsequently,  two  a^idi- 
tional  medical  examinations  were  held  in  the  case — one  in  August, 
1894,  and  the  other  in  February,  1896 — and  two  special  examinations 
were  also  held  in  the  premises,  the  first  in  1895  and  the  second  in  1896.  - 
And  it  was  in  consequence  of  the  facts  developed  at  such  examinations, 
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both  medical  and  special,  that  notice  was  served  upon  the  pensioner 
that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  Bureau  to  drop  his  name  from  the 
pension  rolls  on  the  ground  that  the  disease  of  his  left  eye  was  not  due 
to  his  military  service.  He  was,  of  course,  allowed  the  time  provided 
by  law  within  which  to  file  evidence  in  rebuttal  of  the  prop>osed  action 
of  dropping  his  name  from  the  rolls.  The  evidence  furnished,  how- 
ever, was  not  deemed  sufficient  to  warrant  any  change  in  the  action 
contemplated,  and  such  action  was,  on  June  2,  1896,  duly  carried  out. 

The  soldier  then  filed,  on  July  3,  1896,  a  claim  for  pension  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  This  claim  was  allowed  November  10, 1897, 
at  the  rate  of  $8  per  month  for  "disease  of  eyes,"  and  the  certificate 
for  such  pension  was  issued  November  16, 1897;  but,  at  the  same  time, 
an  order  was  issued  to  withhold  payment  thereof  "at  the  rate  of  $6 
per  month  from  July  16,  1888,  to  March  3,  1896,  inclusive,  erro- 
neously paid  under  the  general  law  for  disease  of  left  eye,  not  due  to 
military  service."  Following  this  action  a  claim  was  filed  February 
25,  1898,  for  restoration  of  the  pension  formerly  allowed  under  the 
general  law.  The  said  claim  was  accompanied  by  certain  expert  med- 
ical evidence  of  physicians  who  had  examined  the  claimant's  eyes. 
And  on  December  7, 1898,  another  medical  examination  of  said  organs 
was  made  by  a  board  of  examining  surgeons  at  Cleveland,  Ohio.  But 
neither  the  said  expert  medical  evidence  nor  the  findings  at  the  said 
medical  examination  were  regarded  by  the  Bureau  as  sufficient  to 
change  the  status  of  the  case,  and  the  attorneys  of  record  in  the  prem- 
ises were  so  informed. 

On  May  6,  1900,  an  appeal  was  entered  at  the  Department,  assign- 
ing as  error  this  said  refusal  on  the  pai*t  of  the  Bureau  to  restore  the 
appellant's  name  to  the  rolls  under  the  general  law,  and  the  action  of 
withholding  his  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  for  purp)ose8 
of  reimbursement  as  well. 

In  the  consideration  of  the  contentions  set  up  in  the  said  appeal  by 
the  attorneys  for  the  appellant,  the  Department  held  in  a  decision 
promulgated  July  10,  1900,  that — 

The  withholding  of  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1S90,  to  recover  alleged 
erroneous  payments  under  the  allowance  under  the  general  law  was  error,  for  the 
reason  that  there  was  no  fraud  or  mistake  of  fact  in  said  first  allowance,  hut  only  an 
error  of  judgment  on  insufficient  testimony. 

And  it  was  stated  in  such  decision  that — 

For  this  sort  of  error  it  has  often  heen  held  that  the  Bureau  alone  is  responsible, 
and  while  the  results  of  the  error  may  be  repaired  to  the  extent  of  stopping  further 
payment  of  the  pension,  there  is  no  authority  for  seeking  reimbursement  of  the 
amount  already  paid.  (See  decisions  in  cases  of  Mary  Chryst,  S  P.  D.,  242;  Alexan- 
der C.  F.  Knoop,  8  P.  D.,  336;  and  Moses  Klein,  8  P.  D.,  470.) 

The  action  appealed  from,  in  so  far  as  the  withholding  of  a  portion 
of  the  pension  allowed  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  for  purposes 
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of  reimburnement,  is  con(*€rned,  was  accordingly  reversed,  and  it  was 
directed  that  the  appellant  be  paid  such  pension  in  full.  He  is  now  in 
the  enjoyment  thereof,  as  he  has  been  ever  since  said  directions  were 
complied  with. 

That  part  of  the  appeal  relating  to  the  rejection  of  the  claim  for 
restoration  under  the  general  law  yet  remains  to  be  considered  and 
disposed  of. 

It  is  contended  in  said  appeal,  by  the  attorneys  in  the  case,  that  the 
evidence  on  file  shows,  beyond  any  reasonable  doubt,  that  the  appli- 
cant's eyes  were  sound  and  free  from  any  imperfections  prior  to  his 
enlistment;  that  his  eyes  were  injured  while  in  the  service,  and  that 
the  present  affliction  has  been  gradually  coming  on  ever  since  his 
return  from  the  Anny. 

It  will  be  observed  that  although  the  said  attorneys  contend  that  the 
evidence  shows  that  his  eyes  were  injured  in  the  service,  and  that  the 
present  affliction  has  been  gradually  coming  on  ever  since  his  return 
from  the  Army,  they  do  not  contend  that  the  present  affliction  is  Or 
result  of  the  alleged  injury. 

It  may  be  admitted  that  the  appellant's  eyes  were  free  from  any 
apparent  disease  at  the  date  of  his  enlistment,  but  it  is  not  shown  that 
they  were  free  from  any  imperfections,  though  it  is  not  shown  that 
they  were  not  perfectly  normal  in  every  respect.  It  also  tends  to  be 
shown  by  the  evidence  of  certain  comrades  that  he  was  accidentally 
struck  in  the  region  of  the  right  eye — some  say  over  the  eye,  others 
under  the  eve — bv  a  stick  in  the  hands  of  one  John  Edwards:  but  it  is 
not  satisfactorily  established  that  the  eye  itself  was  injured  at  the  time. 
The  claimant  himself  alleges  that  it  was;  but  even  if  it  was,  the  injury 
must  have  been  slight  and  of  a  temporary  character,  as  he  reenlisted 
and  served  nearly  four  months  in  another  organization  nearly  one 
year  after  the  alleged  incurrence  of  the  injury  in  his  first  service.  He 
also  alleges  that  he  contracted  malarial  fever  during  his  said  second 
service  and  that  said  fever  affected  both  of  his  eyes.  There  is  no  com- 
petent evidence  on  file,  however,  going  to  show  the  existence  of  any 
disease  or  affection  of  his  eyes  during  such  service. 

In  his  deposition  before  a  special  examiner  in  1895  the  claimant  said, 
in  part: 

The  only  disability  contracted  in  first  service  was  getting  strack  across  the  right 
eye  with  a  barrel  stave,  flatwise,  which  bruised  my  face  and  eye,  and  the  left  eye 
was  sympathetically  affected.  ♦  *  ♦  The  stick  *  *  *  struck  me  across  right 
eye  and  face  and  broke  the  skin    *    *    ♦    and  blackened  my  right  eye.     *    *    * 

After  the  inflammation  went  out  of  eye  there  was  nothing  to  indicate  trouble  with 
eye,  but  shortly  after  the  sight  began  to  fail.  The  failure  was  hardly  perceptible, 
if  at  all,  while  in  first  service.  Can  not  say  that  left  eye  was  affected  at  all  in  first 
service.    *    *    * 

I  had  no  treatment  for  injury  to  face  or  eye,  except  what  Butler  gave  me  in  way 
of  plasters.    *    ♦    * 
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The  failure  of  eye  was  gradual.  While  yet  in  service  I  had  something  in  nature  of 
neuralgia  acroes  forehead,  and  after  I  got  home  I  had  kind  of  spells  of  neuralgia,  and 
after  I  was  operated  upon  I  was  laid  up  for  twelve  days  with  neuralgia.    *    *    * 

There  was  nothing  the  matter  with  my  eyes  in  second  service,  only  I  got  a  fever 
from  getting  wet  at  Alexandria  and  had  to  go  to  a  hospital  at  Baltimore  for  some- 
thing like  three  weeks.    This  was  an  intermittent  fever  and  left  me  very  weak. 

I  think  the  fever  affected  my  eyes,  as  I  noticed  afterwards  that  my  eyes  were 
worse  and  that  the  left  eye  was  affected.  Did  not  notice  that  left  eye  was  affected 
while  in  the  service,  but  sometime  afterwards;  before  the  operation  on  right  eye  my 
left  one  got  crooked. 

According  to  the  claimant's  own  statement,  as  above  set  forth,  it 
would  appear  that  about  the  only  result  of  the  blow  which  he  received 
over  the  right  eye  was  the  ordinary  black  eye  which  generally  occurs 
from  a  blow  of  any  description  in  the  region  of  the  eyes  that  is  not 
severe  enough  to  cause  a  permanent  injury,  yet  is  of  sufficient  force  to 
make  a  contused  wound.  It  would  also  appear  from  such  statement 
that  no  other  trouble  with  either  eye  was  experienced  during  either 
bis  first  or  second  above-mentioned  services. 

It  is  shown  by  the  history  in  the  case  that  it  became  necessary  to 
perform  an  operation  for  iridectomy  (the  cutting  out  of  a  piece  of  the 
iris)  on  both  eyes  in  1887.  Neither  of  these  operations  appears  to 
have  been  very  successful.  In  fact,  the  results  appear  to  have  been 
just  the  opposite  in  the  case  of  the  right  eye.  Some  improvement  in 
vision  in  the  left  eye,  however,  appears  to  have  resulted  from  said 
operation  thereon. 

The  necessity  for  the  aforesaid  operations — that  is,  the  conditions 
which  made  them  necessary — is  a  factor  of  no  little  importance  to  be 
reckoned  with  in  the  consideration  of  the  question  at  issue  in  the  prem- 
ises, as  it  is  a  matter  of  record  that  the  soldier  did  not  apply  for  a 
pension  on  account  of  the  condition  of  his  eyes,  as  alleged  in  his  orig- 
inal declaration,  until  some  time  subsequent  to  the  date  of  such  opera- 
tions— some  eleven  years  thereafter,  in  fact. 

It  is  to  be  regretted  that  the  testimony  of  the  surgeon  who  per- 
formed the  iridectomy.  Dr.  H.  G.  Cornwell  (since  deceased,  but 
formerly  of  Youngstown,  Ohio),  was  never  procmred,  as  he  may  have 
been  able  to  throw  more  light  on  the  question  as  to  the  conditions  for 
which  he  operated  than  has  otherwise  been  obtained,  but  the  testi- 
mony of  Dr.  John  MacCurdy  of  Youngstown,  Ohio,  who  was  present 
at  the  operation  performed  on  the  soldier's  eyes  by  said  surgeon,  prob- 
ably supplies  sufficiently  well  such  deficiency.  Dr.  MacCurdy  deposed 
and  said  at  the  special  examination  held  in  1896: 

I  am  61  yeans  old,  and  have  been  in  the  practice  of  medicine  thirty-eight  yeare.  I 
knew  James  C.  Hall  from  about  1863  up  to  the  time  he  left  Youngstown,  Ohio, 
though  I  knew  nothing  of  his  condition  until  after  my  discharge  from  the  service  in 
1865.  Then  I  saw  him  and  prescribed  for  either  him  or  his  family  quite  fretjuently — 
met  him  every  few  days  on  the  street.  I  can  not  give  the  exact  date,  but  soon  after 
my  return  from  the  service  I  notice<i  that  he  gradually  became  nearsighted,  and  that 
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the  defect  in  yiBion  was  caused  by  what  is  known  as  conical  cornea.  They,  the 
eyes,  and  both  eyes,  gradually  grew  worse  until  he  was  practically  blind,  and  an 
operation  was  determined  on,  and  both  lenses  were  removed  from  the  eyes  by  section 
of  the  cornea  by  Dr.  Comwell,  deceased,  in  my  presence.  There  was  no  cataract — 
no  film;  both  eyes  were  alike  and  both  eyes  were  operated  on.  I  do  not  remember 
whether  any  cause  was  alleged  for  the  condition.  I  could  not  say  what  probably 
caused  it.  It  is  a  rare  and  unusual  condition,  and  I  know  of  no  injury  that  would 
likely  cause  it.  Its  causes  are  obscure  and  little  known.  He  was  a  puddler,  and 
that  is  very  ha«l  on  the  eyes,  but  he  is  the  only  puddler  I  ever  knew  to  l^e  affected 
that  way.  He  had  no  inflammation  of  eyes  or  lids— only  the  conical  cornea.  He 
was  a  good  citizen,  a  temperate  man,  and  no  cause  can  be  assigned  for  the  condition 
his  eyes  were  in. 

The  (lep)osition  of  Dr.  F.  S.  Whitslar,  also  of  Youngstown,  Ohio, 
and  who  was  also  present  at  the  time  of  and  witnessed  the  said  opera- 
tion, follows: 

I  had  known  James  C.  Hall  several  years  prior  to  the  time  when  Dr.  Comwell 
performed  an  operation  on  his  eyes,  and  was  present  when  the  operation  was  per- 
formed. Dr.  Cornwell  had  his  office  in  rooms  adjoining  mine  here  in  Youngstown, 
and  I  think  Dr.  Comwell  had*  been  treating  his  eyes,  or  he  had  been  consulting  Dr. 
Cornwell  about  them,  for  some  time  previous  to  the  time  when  the  operation  was 
performed.  I  do  not  recall  what  Dr.  Comwell  said  was  the  nature  of  Hall's  disease 
of  eyes.  I  think  there  was  some  inflammation,  though  I  paid  no  particular  attention 
to  the  condition  of.  his  eyes.  I  think  the  disease  of  eyes  he  had  made  him  near- 
sighted— that  he  couldn't  see  at  a  distance.  He  had  no  cataract,  that  I  remember. 
It  was  some  disease  that  affected  the  sight  itself — the  power  of  vision.  I  do  not 
recall  that  1  ever  heard  Dr.  Comwell  say  to  what  he  attributed  the  condition  of  Mr. 
Hall's  eyes,  and  I  do  not  remember  hearing  Mr.  Hall  himself  say.  I  think  Mr.  Hall 
told  me  he  first  noticed  it  when  looking  into  the  fire  when  attending  to  his  business 
as  a  puddler,  which  is  very  hard  on  the  eyes — there  is  great  heat  and  glare  from  the 
molten  iron.  Mr.  Hall  was  a  man  of  exemplary  habits,  so  far  as  I  knew.  I  do  not 
remember  that  I  heard  Mr.  Hall  attribute  the  condition  of  his  eyes  to  any  injury  he 
received  or  any  disease  he  contracted  in  service. 

•And  A.  Hubler,  a  fellow- workman,  deposed  and  said: 

I  had  known  James  C.  Hall  before  he  went  in  the  service.  I  worked  with  him  in 
the  same  mill  before  he  went  in  the  service,  and  I  was  intimate  with  him  from  the 
time  he  came  home  from  the  service  until  he  moved  from  Youngstown.  I  worked 
with  him  the  first  year  after  he  came  home  from  the  service.  The  only  thing  I  ever 
knew  to  be  the  matter  with  Hall  was  some  trouble  with  his  eyes.  Within  a  few 
months  after  he  came  home  from  the  service  he  began  to  complain  of  his  eyes — of 
not  being  able  to  see  well.  I  could  not  notice  that  anything  was  wrong  with  his 
eyes.  They  were  not  sore.  He  simply  complained  of  not  being  able  to  see  well — 
of  dimness  of  vision,  and  on  cloudy  days  he  would  complain  more.  In  a  bright, 
clear  atmosphere  they  did  not  trouble  him  so  much.  His  eyes  were  not  inflamed 
and  he  did  not  complain  of  any  pain,  only  of  dimness  of  vision.  He  complained 
more  and  more  as  the  time  passed  on,  and  about  five  years  after  he  began  to  wear 
glasses.  He  did  not  wear  colored  glasses,  but  thick  glass  for  nearsighted  people. 
That  was  the  way  his  sight  was  affected — he  became  more  and  more  nearsighted, 
until  he  finally  had  an  operation  performe<l  on  either  one  or  both  eyes,  I  think  only 
one.  I  never  noticed  anything  abnormal  in  the  appearance  of  his  eyes,  though  I 
could  see  by  the  way  he  acted  that  his  sight  was  failing  rapidly.  He  was  strictly 
temperate,  a  highly  honorable  man,  strictly  moral,  and  a  good  citizen  in  every  way. 


DEOISIONS  BELATHra  TO  FEIfSIONS.  7 

A  brother-in-law  of  the  soldier,  Harvey  Pyle,  who  was  also  present 
at  the  operation  referred  to,  deposed  and  said: 

I  first  knew  James  C.  Hall  a  few  months  before  he  went  out  in  his  last  servioe. 
I  knew  him  intimately  from  the  time  he  came  home  from  his  last  service  up  to  the 
time  he  moved  away  from  Youngstown.  When  he  came  home  from  the  service  his 
eyes  looked  red  and  sore  and  had  white  spots  on  them,  and  he  complained  of  his 
eyes  right  along,  and  his  sight  gradually  got  worse,  and  a  white  film  seemed  to  come 
over  them,  and  he  soon  had  to  wear  glasses  and  soon  had  to  have  an  operation  per- 
formed— ^about  1879.  It  was  performed  by  Dr.  Comwell,  deceased,  and  I  saw  the 
operation,  and  the  doctor  pulled  the  white  film  loose  with  his  forceps  and  cut  a  hole 
in  it  I  think  they  operated  on  both  eyes,  and  on  one  he  had  to  have  a  second  opera- 
tion performed  by  the  same  physician,  but  I  did  not  see  that.  I  think  it  was  called 
a  cataract  at  the  time,  and  before  he  had  the  operation  performed  he  could  not  see 
to  walk,  hardly,  without  falling,  and  they  did  not  seem  to  be  any  better  afterwards. 
I  do  not  remember  that  anything  was  wrong  with  his  eyes  before  he  went  out  in  his 
last  service. 

In  an  affidavit  filed  July  8,  1892,  Dr.  C.  N.  Fowler  testified  as 
follows: 

I  was  &mily  physician  to  James  C.  Hall  for  many  years,  and  remember  time  he 
had  ophthalmia,  and  assisted  Dr.  Comwell  to  perform  iridectomy  in  both  eyes.  (Dr. 
Comwell  now  dead. )  I  think  that  he  was  nearly  blind  in  both  eyes.  Examination 
now  shows  convergent  strabismus  of  right  eye,  drawing  inward  to  extent  of  doing 
away  with  entrance  of  light  through  pupil,  except  to  meet  the  obstruction  of  a  par- 
tially opaque  crystalline  lens,  blinding  that  eye.  The  left  eye  shows  slight  con- 
vergent squint,  but  large  artificial  pupil  compensates  for  that,  so  as  to  give  vision  suf- 
ficient to  get  around  by  aid  of  4-inch  focus,  double-concave  lens;  visual  tract  clear; 
cornea  and  aqueous  and  vitreous  humors  seem  perfectly  transparent. .  I  think  the 
lens  of  left  eye  was  removed  during  the  iridectomy.  Fully  one-fourth  of  left  iris 
was  removed  at  that  time.  Can  not  distinguish  familiar  face  3  feet  distant,  but  by 
aid  of  double-concave  lens  can  make  out  large  print  at  25  inches  distant.  I  know 
of  no  vicious  habits  to  cause  such  trouble. 

In  an  affidavit  filed  September  21,  1888,  the  claimant  stated  that  he 
had  lived  at  Youngstown,  Ohio,  from  1865  to  1883,  and  since  the  lat- 
ter date  had  resided  at  Cleveland,  Ohio.  He  also  said  therein  that  he 
had  been  treated  since  July,  1865,  by  the  following-named  physicians: 
Drs.  W.  S.  Matthews  (deceased),  H.  G.  Cornwell  (deceased),  C.  N. 
Fowler,  and  John  MacCurdy. 

The  deposition  of  Dr.  MacCurdy  and  the  affidavit  of  Dr.  Fowler 
have  been  set  out  herein.  And  in  an  affidavit  filed  long  prior  to  the 
date  of  his  said  deposition  Dr.  MacCurdy  said: 

That  he  is  a  practicing  physician,  and  has  been  acquainted  with  said  soldier  for 
about  thirty-five  years;  and  that  he  is  and  has  been  acquainted  with  him  somewhat 
intimately  up  to  the  time  he  took  up  his  residence  in  Cleveland,  Ohio.  1  know 
that  the  applicant  gradually  got  nearsighted  after  a  time;  I  can  not  state  it  exactly. 
The  corneas  appeared  more  prominent  than  they  should  be.  This  continued  for 
many  years,  and  applicant's  eyes  did  not  appear  to  be  inflamed  or  in  any  way  dis- 
eaeed.  Applicant's  health,  m  my  opinion,  was  nearly  or  quite  perfect,  and  he  has 
been,  and  is  to-day,  a  man  of  great  muscular  strength.    Applicant  became  m  near- 
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sighted  on  account  of  said  corneal  affection  that  he  determined  on  an  operation, 
which  was  the  extraction  of  hoth  lenses  at  the  same  time.  Dr.  Cornwell,  of  this 
place,  operated  and  invited  me  to  assist  and  witness  the  same,  which  I  did.  The 
extraction  of  one  of  the  lenses  was  Hone  without  injury  to  humors  of  the  eye,  but 
the  contents  of  ball  in  the  other  was  so  seriously  injured  that  the  eye  was  practically 
destroyed  at  that  time  and  is  so  to-day. 

AppUcant  now  wears  suitable  glasses  and  has  fair  use  of  one  eye  at  short  distances, 
but  still  the  eyesight  is  very  much  impaired.  In  my  opinion  it  is  so  defective  that 
he  has  been  compelled,  in  consequence,  to  quit  his  business  of  puddler  in  the  rolling 
mill.  Said  operation  was  performed  about  ten  years  ago,  although  the  exact  date  I 
can  not  state.  Applicant  has  resided  in  Cleveland,  Ohio,  for  about  the  past  four 
years. 

The  other  testimony  filed  in  the  case  prior  to  the  adjudication  of  the 
soldier's  original  claim  for  pension  consisted  of  the  affidavits  of  sev- 
eral laymen,  who  testify  as  to  his  gradual  failure  of  vision  and  to  his 
being  compelled  to  use  glasses  from  about  1875  or  1876.  Some  of 
these  witnesses  testify  that  his  eyes  seemed  to  be  sore  or  inflamed,  but 
this  testimony  is  negatived  by  the  aforesaid  medical  evidence.  This, 
however,  is  a  matter  of  no  importance.  The  true  character  of  the 
eye  lesion,  which  necessitated  the  surgical  interference  hereinbefore 
referred  to,  has  been  quite  well  established  by  the  medical  evidence 
on  file  in  the  case,  especially  that  of  Dr.  MacCurdy. 

The  condition  of  the  appellant's  eyes,  for  which  the  iridectomy  was 
perfonned,  is  shown  by  such  testimony  to  have  been  what  is  termed  a 
"conical  cornea,"  or  "conicity  of  the  cornea"  (keratoconus  or  kera- 
toglobus;  staphyloma  pellucidum),  of  each  eye.  "Conical  cornea  is 
a  deformity  in  which,  whilst  the  cornea  gradually  becomes  thinner,  its 
peripheral  portion  flattens  and  its  central  part  projects  as  a  pointed 
cone.  The  cause  of  keratoconus  is  not  known.  It  appears  without 
apparent  inflammation,  and  generally  arises  during  youth  (W.  F. 
Norris).  This  same  authority  upon  diseases  of  the  eyes  also  says: 
"The  patients  complain  of  dim  vision,  short-sightedness,  and  polyopia. 
At  the  apex  of  the  cone  there  is  a  high  degree  of  myopia."  And  as 
to  the  operative  measures  that  have  been  employed  with  a  view  to 
improving  the  vision  in  cases  of  this  character,  Norris  says,  among 
other  things:  "Attempts  have  been  made  to  lower  tension  by  iridec- 
tomy." But  adds  that  he  "has  seen  admirable  iridectomies  fail  to 
arrest  the  increase  in  the  size  of  the  cone,  and  produce  much  disturb- 
ance of  vision  by  the  glare  and  diffusion  of  light  caused  by  a  peripheral 
pupil." 

The  only  official  expert  examination  made  of  the  appellant's  eyes 
was  held  February  4, 1896.  The  findings  at  this  examination,  accord- 
ing to  the  certificate  thereof,  were  as  follows: 

Right  eye:  Paralysis  of  external  rectus.  Large  cicatrix  of  upper  part  of  cornea. 
Cornea  small,  but  markedly  conical.  Pupil  almost  entirely  o(;cluded.  Deep  struct- 
ures can  not  be  examined.  Opacity  of  cornea,  synechia,  etc.,  due  to  ineffectual 
attempt  to  make  an  iridectomy.    Vision  reduced  to  perception  of  light 
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Left  eye:  Typical  conical  cornea.  Large  coloboma  of  iris  as  the  result  of  iridec- 
tomy, made  some  years  since.  All  other  superficial  and  deep  structures,  as  far  (as) 
can  be  examined,  normal. 

Vision  (Snellen)  2/200  increased  to  20/200  with-12  D. 

In  rebuttal  of  the  action  by  which  the  soldier's  name  was  dropped 
from  the  rolls,  and  in  support  of  his  subsequent  claim  for  restoration 
of  his  former  pension  under  the  general  law,  the  affidavits  of  a  number 
of  physicians  were  filed  in  the  case.  Some  of  these  affiants  were  spe- 
cialists (oculists)  and  others  general  practitioners.  Their  testimony 
goes  to  show,  principally,  the  condition  of  the  soldier's  eyes  at  the 
time  they  were  examined  by  said  affiants.  And  while  their  theories 
differ  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  conditions  found  at  their  respect- 
ive examinations  of  the  appellant  were  brought  about,  most  of  them 
attempt  to  show  some  connection  between  such  conditions  and  the 
aforesaid  blow  in  the  region  of  the  right  eye  and  the  alleged  intermit- 
tent fever  of  service  origin — a  history  of  which  was,  of  course,  sup- 
plied them  by  the  claimant.  Testimony  of  this  character,  however, 
is  wholly  insufficient  to  determine  the  question  at  i^sue  in  the  case. 
Their  descriptions  of  the  conditions  found  to  exist  at  the  dates  of  their 
said  several  examinations  tally  with  the  findings  at  the  various  official 
examinations  made  of  the  appellant,  as  shown  by  the  certificates 
thereof  already  on  file  in  the  case,  and  which  have  been  set  out  herein 
with  sufficient  detail  to  show  the  nature  of  such  conditions.  They  all 
state  that  each  cornea  was  conical,  and  that  an  iridectomy  had  been 
performed  on  each  eye,  with  poor  results,  however,  in  the  right  one, 
in  which  eye  there  was  also  convergent  strabismus,  due  to  paralysis  of 
the  external  rectus  muscle. 

One  of  the  aforesaid  affiants  merely  describes  existing  conditions, 
without  expressing  an  opinion  as  to  the  cause  thereof.     Another  says: 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  James  C.  Hall  is  now  suffering  from  conical  cornea,  as  a 
direct  result  of  an  injury  received  while  in  the  United  States  Army  and  on  duty, 
together  with  a  second  cause,  viz:  A  lowered  condition  of  general  health,  resulting 
from  fever — so-called  malaria. 

Still  another — after  describing  the  conditions  manifested,  and  repeat- 
ing the  alleged  history  thereof  furnished  l)y  the  claimant — said: 

Questions  to  be  considere<i  are: 

First.  Is  keratoconus  due  to  atrophy  of  the  cornea? 

Second.  Is  atrophy  of  the  cornea  likely  to  follow  an  injury  to  the  fac^e,  such  as  a 
blow  by  a  stick? 

Third.  How  soon  after  receiving  an  injury  to  the  nervcH  of  the  faee  might  nuch 
atrophic  changes  be  expected,  if  at  all? 

Fourth.  Might  atrophic  changes  in  the  cornea  be  due  to  malarial  fever  or  diarrhea 
and  not  be  noticed  for  nearly  a  year  after  the  fever  and  during  the  continuance  of 
the  diarrhea,  though  of  a  moderate  form  for  some  yt^ars,  nay  five  or  six  years? 

Opinion. — First.  Keratoconus  is  due  to  atrophy  of  the  cornea  and  the  atrophy  may 
be  due  to  sickness  or  an  injury  which  lowers  tlie  vitality  for  a  i>erio<l,  ami  careful 
inquiry  will  bring  out  a  period  of  debility  previous  to  the  failure  of  vision. 
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Second.  A  blow  on  the  face  might  injure  some  of  the  nerves  to  snch  an  extent  as 
to  cause  atrophy  without  causing  paralysis. 

Third.  Atrophic  changes  might  be  expected  ^ithin  a  few  months,  but  in  dense 
tissue,  such  as  the  cornea,  the  deformity  might  not  be  noticeable  for  a  much  longer 
period. 

Fourth.  I  believe  atrophic  changes  may  follow  any  of  the  low  fevers  or  any  sick- 
ness marked  by  severe  debility.    I  would  answer  query  No.  4  in  the  affirmative. 

And  yet  another  states: 

While  in  the  service  he  (the  soldier)  says  he  could  see  perfectly  until  after  the 
injury,  and  I  have  no  doubt  in  my  own  mind  but  that  his  conical  cornea  was  due  to 
some  influence  upon  the  nerves  of  the  cornea  due  to  the  blow  on  the  forehead.  His 
case  presents  to  me  new  features  which  I  can  only  explain  on  that  theory. 

But  one  other  opinion  or  theory  of  these  said  several  affiants  remains 
to  be  recorded.     This  affiant  says: 

From  his  history  it  is  not  congenital  in  his  case,  nor  has  he  ever  had  any  serious 
inflammatory  trouble  of  his  eyes  to  cause  it,  consequently  I  believe  it  due  to  nervous 
trouble  induced  by  the  blow. 

As  will  be  observed,  all  of  the  opinions  recorded  above  are  based 
upon  the  history  of  the  case  furnished  by  the  soldier,  esLch  affiant 
assuming,  no  doubt,  that  all  of  his  statements  were  fully  sustained  by 
the  facts  in  the  case.  But  even  if  they  were,  such  statements  would 
still  fall  far  short  of  establishing  the  service  origin  of  the  present  con- 
dition of  his  eyes. 

In  the  light  of  the  very  limited  knowledge  of  the  medical  profession 
as  to  the  etiology  of  conical  cornea  it  would  seem  that  the  affiants 
herein  referred  to  would  have  hesitated  before  committing  themselves 
to  any  theory  that  two  such  widely  div^ergent  causes  could  be  common 
factors  in  the  production  thereof.  As  before  noted,  William  F.  Norris, 
A.  M.,  M.  D.,  "Professor  of  ophthalmology  in  the  University  of  Penn- 
sylvania, and  one  of  the  surgeons  to  the  Wills  Eye  Hospital,  Phila- 
delphia," frankly  acknowledges,  in  A  Text  Book  of  Ophthalmology, 
prepared  by  himself  and  Charles  A.  Oliver,  A.  M.,  JVl.  D.,  '*One  of 
the  surgeons  to  the  Wills  Eye  Hospital,  Philadelphia,  and  one  of  the 
ophthalmic  surgeons  to  the  Presbyterian  Hospital,  Philadelphia," 
that  ''  the  cause  of  keratoconus  is  not  known."  He  also  says  that 
''it  appears  without  apparent  inflammation,  and  generally  arises 
suddenly  during  youth;"  and  that  ''the  author  has  twice  noted  its 
occurrence  in  seveml  members  of  one  family."  In  the  "Preface"  to 
the  said  joint  work  of  these  observers  it  is  stated  that — 

The  work  is  not  only  representative  of  extensive  research  into  the  rich  literature 
upon  the  subject,  but  is  expressive  of  the  result  of  careful  clinical  experience  that  has 
extende<l  over  many  years  of  active  practtice. 

Other  recognized  authorities  on  diseases  of  the  eye  state  that: 

Except  in  a  few  cases,  perhaps,  keratot^onus  is  not  congenital,  but  begins  to  develop 
usually  about  the  seventh  or  eighth  year,  though  often  later,  reaching  its  climax  not 
long  after  the  establishment  of  puberty.     Women  are  more  often  affected  than  men. 
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No  authority  is  known  for  accepting  such  condition ,  as  a  result  of 
malarial  fever.  Besides  which  it  is  not  established  that  the  soldier 
ever  had  said  fever.  The  reCbrds  show  that  at  the  time  he  claims  to 
have  been  treated  for  malarial  fever  he  was  in  hospital  on  account  of 
acute  diarrhea. 

Instead  of  suffering  from  the  effects  of  ''any  of  the  low  fevers,  or 
any  sickness  marked  by  severe  debility,"  as  assumed  by  one  expert 
witness  in  the  case,  he  was  shown  at  the  first  medical  examination  to 
which  he  was  subjected  to  be  5  feet  9^  inches  in  height  and  weighed 
100  pounds.  His  trade  was  that  of  a  puddler,  an  occupation  he  had 
followed  from  youth  up  and  one  that  requires  an  unusual  degree  of 
physical  strength.  The  opinion  has  been  expressed  by  at  least  one 
physician  that  the  intense  heat  and  glare  of  the  furnace  fire  while 
working  at  this  said  trade  may  have  had  something  to  do  with  the  causa- 
tion of  the  condition  of  his  eyes  before  they  were  operated  upon,  but 
it  is  not  established,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  such  condition  was  caused 
in  that  way. 

The  statement  of  one  affiant  that,  in  his  judgment,  the  conical  corneas 
were  "due  to  some  influence  upon  the  nerves  of  the  cornea,  due  to  the 
blow  on  the  forehead,"  may  be  answered  by  the  statement  that  the 
ophthalmic,  or  first  division  of  the  fifth,  nerve  supplies  the  ej'^el^all, 
and  inasmuch  as  the  said  nerve,  the  trifacial  or  fifth  cmnial  nerve, 
enters  the  orbit  through  the  sphenoidal  fissure  posteriorly  to  the  ej^e- 
ball,  it  is  not  apparent  how  "  a  blow  on  the  forehead  "  would  have  the 
"influence  upon  the  nerves  of  the  cornea"  referred  to  by  the  afore- 
said afliant.  The  appellant  says  that  he  was  struck  "  under  the  right 
eye,  causing  a  permanent  injury  of  the  eye."  As  hereinbefore  shown, 
no  evidence  of  any  "  injury  "  of  said  eye  has  ever  been  found  since  the 
soldier's  discharge  from  the  service.  Furthermore,  the  mere  fact  that 
both  corneas  were  affected  is  sufficient  to  show  that  their  conicity  was 
not  due  to  the  alleged  injury  of  right  eye.  The  claimant's  statement 
that  the  left  eye  was  "  affe<ited  by  sympathy  "  is  negatived  by  the  very 
nature  of  the  condition  referred  to,  which  precludes  any  such  idea. 
Keratoconus  of  both  eyes  is  due  to  a  common  cause,  and  the  condition 
of  one  e^^e  is,  therefore,  not  the  result  of  the  condition  of  the  other. 
In  his  deposition  before  a  special  examiner  of  the  Bureau  the  claimant 
said: 

I  claim  that  the  whole  trouhle  originated  from  that  injury;  that  the  shock  caused 
it  by  rupturing  the  nght  eye,  and  the  left  became  affected  by  sympathy.  *  *  * 
1  think  that  the  fever  I  had  in  second  service  settled  in  my  eyes  and  helped  along 
the  injury.-  ♦  *  *  The  first  well-defined  trouble  with  eyesight  noticed  by  me  was 
shortly  after  discharge  from  second  service,  when  I  couldn't  see  the  lines  very  well 
when  writing.  The  first  that  anyone  could  notice  was  that  my  left  eye  began  to  get 
crooked — this  w^as  in  the  fall  and  winter  of  1S65.  *  *  *  There  was  then  a  slight 
weakness  of  eyes,  bat  no  crook  of  eye  that  ordinary  persons  would  notice. 
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Although  the  convergent  strabismus  of  the  right  eye  existed  at  the 
date  of  said  special  examination,  the  special  examiner  failed  to  elicit 
any  statement  from  the  claimant  as  to  the  time  of  its  occurrence  or 
the  supposed  cause  thereof.  As  there  was  a  conical  cornea  in  each 
eye,  so,  also,  was  there  convergent  strabismus  or  squint  in  each  eye, 
only  the  latter  condition  was  much  more  marked  in  the  right  e^^e  by 
reason  of  paralysis  of  the  external  rectus  muscle  of  that  eye. 

The  rectus  externus  muscles  of  the  eyes  are  innervated  by  the  sixth 
pair  of  cranial  nerves — the  abducens.     Norris  says  that: 

Paralysis  of  the  abducent  nerve  is  much  more  frequent  than  that  of  any  of  the 
others  supplying  the  external  muscles  of  the  eye.  When  permanent  it  is  at  times 
accompanied  by  affections  of  the  base  of  the  brain. 

Norris  also  says  that — 

The  true  pathology  of  concomitant  convergent  squint  was  first  pointed  out  by 
Donders,  who  showed  that  it  was  usually  connected  with  and  due  to  hypermetro- 
pic «  *  #  When  Donders  advanced  this  theory,  he  pointed  out  the  fact  that  at 
least  75  per  cent  of  all  eyes  with  convergent  S(|uint  are  hypermetropic.  It  has  been 
shown  that  the  percentage  is  still  higher,  Wecker  placing  it  at  85  per  cent,  while  the 
experience  of  the  author,  which  includes  many  hundreds  of  cases  whose  refraction 
was  tested  by  atropine,  gives  even  a  higher  ratio. 

Relative  to  the  medical  aspects  of  the  question  at  issue  in  the  case, 
the  medical  referee — in  a  slip  dated  March  17,  1896,  returning  the 
papers  in  the  case  to  the  chief  of  the  board  of  review — said: 

Respectfully  returned  to  chief  of  board  of  review  with  opinion,  based  upon  all  the 
evidence  in  this  case,  that  there  is  no  pathological  connection  between  the  present 
condition  of  claimant's  eyes  and  the  causes  alleged  as  of  service  origin. 

The  evidence  and  medical  examinations  show  conical  cornea  and  strabismus, 
neither  of  which  can  be  accepted  as  due  to  injury  or  disease  of  eyes  in  8er.vice. 

Conical  cornea  is  an  affection  that  usually  occurs  between  the  ages  of  15  and  30 
years.  It  is  due  to  a  weakness  of  the  coats  of  the  cornea  and  not  to  a  preexisting  dis- 
ease. Iridectomy  is  usually  resorted  to  to  check  its  progress.  Such  an  operation 
was  performed  about  1878  or  1880,  on  each  eye,  when  claimant  was  33  to  35  years  old. 
The  examinations  also  show  that  the  lens  of  each  eye  was  extracted.  No  doubt  this 
was  done  for  cataract.  If  cataracts  existed  they  must  be  regarded  as  senile,  and  not 
traumatic.  A  cataract  due  to  alleged  injury  would  have  matured  in  loss  than  a  year. 
The  strabismus  was  due  to  a  weakness  or  paralysis  of  one  of  the  recti  muscles  and 
not  to  disease  of  eyes.  The  only  affection  of  eye  to  develop  it  is  a  congenital  refrac- 
tive error. 

The  questions  involved  in  the  pending  appeal,  and  the  various  actions 
of  the  Bureau  and  of  the  Department  in  the  premises,  have  been 
referred  to  and  discussed  somewhat  at  length,  but  this  has  been  deemed 
advisable  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  appellant  was  formerly  granted 
a  pension  under  the  general  law  for  "disease  of  left  eye,'*  and  that 
both  he  and  his  friends  and  witnesses  appear  to  think  an  injustice  was 
done  by  the  refusal  of  the  Bureau  to  restore  his  name  to  the  pension 
rolls  for  such  cause  of  disability. 

The  facts  in  the  case,  however,  as  herein  set  out,  show  quite  clearly 
that  the  Bureau  erred  in  the  original  allowance  of  said  pension,  and 
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that  the  appellant  was,  consequently,  paid  a  pension  for  a  number  of 
years  to  which  he  was  not  entitled.  This  fact  furnishes  no  reason  for 
perpetuating  such  error. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  hereby  affirmed. 


REIMBITKSEMENT— FRAITD  AN1>  MISTAKE— IXCKEASE—RERATING. 

Leander  H.  Prather. 

The  error  corrected  by  the  reissue,  on  July  30,  1900,  of  the  certificate  of  this  pen- 
sioner was  the  result  of  a  mistaken  diagnosis  of  the  disability  on  account  of  which 
he  has  been  pensioned,  and  was  an  error  of  judgment  and  not  a  mistake  of  fact 
as  to  his  rank  in  the  service  at  the  time  it  was  contracted.  The  action  with- 
holding payment  of  his  pension  to  reimburse  the  Government  for  excess  of  pen- 
don  improperly  paid  him  as  of  the  rank  of  second  lieutenand  was,  therefore, 
erroneous. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  clearly  shows  that  this  pensioner  is  entitled  to  a  higher 
rating  than  he  has  received  since  1875  for  his  disability  resulting  from  **  disease 
of  right  shoulder  and  muscular  atrophy,  result  of  typhoid  fever,"  the  disabling 
causes  of  accepted  service  origin  on  account  of  which  he  is  pensioned. 

A^istant  Secretai'y  F,  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

October  SI,  1902. 

Lieander  H.  Prather,  late  a  private  in  Company  I,  Sixth  Indiana 
Volunteer  Infantry,  was  originally  pensioned,  under  the  provisions  of 
the  general  law,  on  Januaiy  27, 1882,  b}'^  certificate  No.  201587,  at  the 
rate  of  $4  per  month  from  July  12,  1865  (date  of  his  discharge  from 
his  last  term  of  service),  for  rheumatism,  based  on  his  service  as  a 
a  sergeant  in  Company  I,  One  hundred  and  fortieth  Indiana  Volunteer 
Infantry. 

On  July  28,  1886,  his  certificate  was  reissued  to  correct  rank  and 
rate,  and  he  was  pensioned  at  the  rate  of  $7.50  per  month  from  the 
same  date,  for  rheumatism  (deducting  former  payments),  and  his  rank 
was  corrected  to  read  second  lieutenant. 

On  July  23,  1892,  his  certificate  was  again  reissued  to  correct  dis- 
ability and  rate,  and  he  was  pensioned  as  of  the  rank  of  second  lieuten- 
ant, at  the  rate  of  $7.50  per  month  from  July  12,  1865,  and  $15  per 
month  from  September  21,  1880,  and  the  designation  of  his  accepted 
disabling  cause  was  corrected  to  read  ''disease  of  right  shoulder  and 
muscular  atrophy,  results  of  typhoid  fever,"  former  payments  being 
deducted. 

On  July  30,  1900,  a  third  reissue  of  his  certificate  was  made  for  the 
purpose  of  correcting  an  error  in  rank  and  rating,  made  in  the  last 
preceding  reissue  of  his  certificate,  and  he  was  pensioned  as  of  the 
rank  of  private,  at  the  late  of  $4  per  month  from  September  20,  1862 
(the  date  of  his  discharge  from  his  first  term  of  service  in  Company  I, 
Sixth  Indiana  Volunteer  Infantry),  and  at  $8  per  month  from  Septem- 
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ber  21,  1880,  for  ''disease  of  right  shoulder  and  muscular  atrophy, 
results  of  typhoid  fever; "  pension  was  deducted  for  periods  of  subse- 
quent military  service  from  May  3,  1864,  to  September  21,  1864,  and 
from  October  32,  1864,  to  July  11,  1865,  all  dates  inclusive,  and  all 
former  payments  were  also  deducted.  The  payment  of  his  pension 
was  also  withheld  for  the  purpose  of  reimbursing  the  Government  for 
excess  of  pension  erroneously  paid  him  as  of  the  rank  of  second  lieu- 
tenant at  the  rate  of  $3.50  per  month  from  July  12,  1865,  and  $7  per 
month  from  September  21,  1880. 

From  this  last  action  the  present  appeal  was  taken  on  April  25, 1902, 
contending  as  follows: 

1.  The  Commissioner  erred  in  holding  that  the  instructions  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  (as  contained  in  the  Secretary's  decision  of  June  30,  1892,  now  on  file  with 
the  record  in  the  case)  had  not  previously  been  fully  complied  with. 

2.  The  Commissioner  erred  in  holding  that  the  allowance  to  appellant  of  a  pension 
based  on  his  service  as  second  lieutenant  in  Company  I,  One  hundred  and  fortieth 
Indiana  Volunteer  Infantry,  was  contrary  to  law. 

3.  The  Commissioner  erred  in  holding  that  appellant's  certificate  should  be  reissued, 
at  the  rate  of  $4  per  month  to  September  21,  1880,  instead  of  $7.50  per  month,  and 
at  the  rate  of  $8  per  month  from  September  21,  1880,  instead  of  $15  per  month,  as 
formerly  allowed  to  appellant. 

4.  The  Commissioner  erred  in  requiring  a  deduction  to  be  made  of  payments  cov- 
ered by  the  jieriods  of  apj)ellant's  terms  of  service  as  a  private  in  Company  B,  One 
hundred  and  thirty-seventh  Indiana  Volunteer  Infantry,  from  May  3,  1864,  to  Sep- 
tember 21,  1864,  inclusive,  and  as  private  and  second  lieutenant  in  Comjwmy  I,  One 
hundred  and  fortieth  Indiana  Volunteer  Infantry,  from  Octol^er  12,  1864,  to  July  11, 
1865,  inclusive,  and  subsequent  payments. 

5.  The  Commissioner  erred  in  requiring  that  payments  under  the  reissue  be  with- 
held until  the  Government  is  reimbursed  in  an  accrued  sum  amounting  to  $3.50  per 
month  from  July  12,  1865,  and  $7  per  month  from  September  21,  1880. 

6.  The  Commissioner  erred  in  not  holding  that  under  the  facts  disclosed  by  the 
record  the  appellant  is  entitled  to  $72  per  month  for  the  six  months  he  was  totally 
disabled  and  required  the  constant  attendance  of  two  nurses  and  a  physician,  and 
$24  per  month  since  that  time. 

The  official  military  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  this 
appellant  had  three  terms  of  service  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion. 

He  first  enlisted  on  October  25, 1861,  as  a  private  in  the  Sixth  Indi- 
ana Volunteer  Infantry,  and  served  in  Company  I  of  said  regiment 
until  September  19,  1862,  when  he  was  discharged  on  a  surgeon's  cer- 
tificate of  disability  because  of  the  result^i  of  t^^phoid  fever,  therein 
stated  to  have  been  contracted  in  line  of  duty  during  said  service  on 
or  about  February  8, 1862.  He  enlisted  a  second  time  on  May  3, 1864, 
as  a  private  in  Company  B,  One  hundred  and  thirty-seventh  Indiana 
Volunteer  Infantry,  and  served  therein  as  of  that  i*ank  until  Septem- 
ber 21,  1864,  when  he  was  discharged  by  reason  of  expiration  of  term 
of  service.  His  third  and  last  enlistment  was  on  October  12,  1864,  in 
Company  I,  One  hundred  and  fortieth  Indiana  Volunteer  Infantry, 
and  he  served  therein  as  a  sergeant  until  April  1,  1865,  upon  which 
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date  he  was  discharged  to  accept  promotion  as  a  second  lieutenant  in 
the  same  company  and  regiment.  He  was  mustered  in  as  a  second 
lieutenant,  same  company  and  regiment,  on  April  2,  1865,  and  served 
as  such  until  July  11,  1865,  upon  which  date  he  was  mustered  out  and 
finally  discharged  the  service  with  said  company. 

In  his  original  declaration  for  pension,  filed  February  7,  1870,  the 
appellant  alleged  that  he  had  contracted  rheumatism  during  his  last 
term  of  service,  while  a  second  lieutenant  in  Company  I,  One  hundred 
and  fortieth  Indiana  Volunteer  Infantry.  This  claim  was  allowed, 
and  he  was  pensioned  for  rheumatism,  but  owing  to  the  fact  that  the 
evidence  showed  he  had  contracted  rheumatism  prior  to  the  date  when 
he  was  mustered  in  as  a  second  lieutenant  he  was  rated  as  of  the  rank 
of  sergeant  at  $4  per  month  (one-half  total)  from  the  date  of  Us  dis- 
charge from  his  last  term  of  service. 

The  first  reissue  of  his  certificate,  on  July  28,  1886,  was  made  in 
conformity  with  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  3,  1884,  which  gave 
him  pensionable  status  as  of  the  i*ank  of  second  lieutenant  from  the 
date  when  his  commission  as  such  was  actually  issued  by  competent 
authority,  and  which  was  fixed,  in  his  case,  as  March  1,  1865,  prior  to 
the  time  when  he  alleged  he  contracted  the  rheumatism  for  which  he 
was  then  pensioned,  and  his  rating  was  'thereby  fixed  at  $7.60  per 
month  (one-half  of  total  for  a  second  lieutenant)  from  the  date  of  his 
discharge  from  said  last  term  of  service,  July  12,  1865. 

Prior  to  the  last  above-mentioned  action  the  appellant  had  appealed 
to  this  Department  in  Maj^  1882,  from  the  original  action  i-ating  him 
as  of  the  rank  of  sergeant,  and  also  from  the  rejection  of  an  applica- 
tion for  an  increase  in  his  rating,  and  the  case  was  considered  by  the 
Department  under  said  appeal,  and  the  actions  appealed  from  were 
affirmed  j)y  a  decision  rendered  February  7,  1883.  Subsequently,  he 
filed  a  motion  asking  reconsidemtion  of  said  departmental  decision  so 
far  as  the  same  related  to  the  adequacy  of  his  rating,  the  other  ques- 
tion relative  to  his  rank  having  been  eliminated,  for  the  time  being, 
by  the  reissue  of  July  28,  1886.  Under  this  motion  for  reconsidera- 
tion the  papers  in  the  case  were  returned  by  the  Department  to  the 
Pension  Bureau  on  January  19,  1892,  for  the  careful  consideration  of 
the  medical  referee,  with  the  statement  that  the}^  contjiined  evidence 
"that  a  mistake  was  probably  made  by  the  medical  branch  of  your 
Bureau  determining  the  real  nature  of  claimant's  disabilities  when  the 
medical  opinion  was  rendered  on  which  the  former  departmental  deci- 
sion was  mainly  based,"  and  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  was  directed 
to  submit  the  papers  to  the  medical  referee  '•  for  his  opinion  as  to  the 
exact  nature  of  claimant's  disabilities,  and  whether  a  mistake  was  made 
in  relation  thereto  and  an  error  committed  m  fixing  claimant's  rate  of 
pension,  and  the  refusal  to  allow  an  increase  or  rerating.''  Upon  the 
return  of  the  papers  with  the  opinion  of  the  medical  referee,  as  afore- 
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said,  the  Department,  on  June  30, 1892,  rendered  a  decision  sustaining 
said  motion  for  reconsideration,  and  setting  aside  the  former  actions  in 
the  case,  and  holding,  in  accordance  with  the  opinion  of  the  medical 
referee,  that  the  diagnosis  of  the  appellant's  disability  had  been  erro- 
neous throughout;  that  he  should  never  have  been  pensioned  for  rheu- 
matism, but  should  have  been  pensioned  from  discharge  for  the  results 
of  typhoid  fever;  and  it  was  directed  that  the  case  should  be  reopened 
and  readjudicated  in  accordance  with  this  conclusion. 

The  second  reissue  of  the  appellant's  certificate  of  July  23,  1892, 
was  accordingly  made  in  pursuance  of  this  departmental  decision  of 
June  30,  1892;  the  designation  of  the  disability  for  which  he  was  pen- 
sioned was  changed  to  ^'  disease  of  right  shoulder  and  muscular  atroph}^ 
result*  of  typhoid  fever,"  but  his  mting  was  continued  as  of  the  rank 
of  second  lieutenant  at  $7.50  per  month  from  July  12, 1865,  date  of 
discharge  from  last  term  of  enlistment,  and  total  of  that  rank,  or  $15 
per  month,  from  September  21,  1880. 

The  action  relative  to  the  appellant's  mting  at  this  time  was  mani- 
festl}^  and  clearly  erroneous,  and  not  in  accordance  with  the  directions 
of  said  departmental  decision.  It  was  held  in  the  decision  of  June  30, 
1892,  and  was  also  clearly  shown  by  the  official  records  of  the  soldier's 
service  and  the  other  evidence  in  the  case,  that  he  had  contracted 
typhoid  fever  w-hile  he  was  serving  as  a  private  in  Company  I,  Sixth 
Indiana  Volunteer  Infantry,  and  hence  it  necessarily  follows  that  when 
it  was  determined  that  the  di.sability  for  which  he  was  pensioned  was 
the  result  of  typhoid  fever,  and  not  of  rheumatism  contracted  while 
serving  as  a  second  lieutenant  in  a  subsequent  service,  his  rate  of  pen- 
sion should  have  been  that  of  a  private,  and  his  pension  should  have 
been  made  to  commence  from  the  date  of  his  discharge  from  the  serv- 
ice in  which  said  disability  was  contracted,  September  20,  1862,  and 
not  from  the  date  of  his  discharge  from  his  last  service.  In  other 
words,  the  reissue  of  Juh'  23, 1892,  did  not  comply  with  the  instructions 
of  the  departmental  decision  of  June  30,  1892,  in  pursuance  of  which 
it  purported  to  have  been  made,  and  only  partially  corrected  the  error 
pointed  out  in  said  decision. 

The  last  reissue  of  the  appellant's  certificate  of  July  30,  1900,  from 
which  the  present  appeal  is  taken,  was  made  for  the  purpose  of  cor- 
recting the  errors  committed  in  the  reissue  of  July  23,  1892,  and  to 
carry  out  and  conform  to  the  instructions  contained  in  the  departmental 
decision  of  June  30,  1892,  by  rating  the  appellant  from  the  date  of  his 
discharge  from  his  first  term  of  service  as  of  the  rank  of  private,  which 
he  held  at  the  date  his  disability  was  contracted. 

The  first  assignment  of  error  bj'  the  appellant  has  been  practically 
answered  by  the  foregoing  historical  statement  of  the  facts  of  his 
case.  When  it  was  determined  that  he  had  been  improperly  pensioned 
for  rheumatism  and  should  have  been  pensioned  for  the  results  of 
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typhoid  fever  incurred  while  serving  as  a  private,  the  express  terms 
of  the  law  required  that  he  should  have  been  pensioned  as  of  that 
rank.  The  departmental  decision  of  June  30,  1892,  held  this  by  nec- 
essary and  unavoidable  implication,  and  the  action  above  mentioned 
of  continuing  his  rate  of  pension  for  the  results  of  typhoid  fever  as 
of  the  rank  of  second  lieutenant  was  not  only  not  a  compliance  with 
said  decision,  but  was  directlj'^  at  variance  therewith. 

The  second  assignment  of  errpr  by  the  appellant  is  likewise  wholly 
untenable.  lie  is  pensioned  for  a  disabilit}^  which  it  is  admitted  and 
has  been  determined  was  contracted  during  his  service  while  serving 
as  a  private,  and  therefore  to  pension  him  for  said  disability  as  of  the 
rank  of  second  lieutenant,  which  he  held  during  a  term  of  service  long 
subsequent  thereto,  was  directly  contrary  to  the  express  terms  of 
the  law. 

The  third  assignment  of  error  has  been  substantially  answered  in 
the  foregoing.  Without,  at  this  point,  entering  upon  the  question  of 
the  adequacy  of  the  rating  allowed  the  appellant  by  the  last  reissue 
of  his  certificate,  it  was  certainlv  not  error  to  rate  him  as  of  the  rank  of 
private,  instead  of  the  ratings  as  of  the  rank  of  second  lieutenant, 
which  he  had  been  previously  receiving,  since  this  was  exactly  the 
error  which  had  been  committed  upon  the  reissue  of  July  23,  1892, 
and  which  was  sought  to  be  corrected  by  the  reissue  of  July  30,  1900. 
^  The  fourth  assignment  of  error  is  also  utterly  groundless  and  with- 
out any  merit  whatever.  The  pension  laws  plainly  and  expressly  for- 
bid the  payment  of  pension  to  any  person  while  in  the  service  and  prior 
to  his  discharge  therefrom.  The  action  of  the  Pension  Bureau,  there- 
fore, in  deducting  the  period  of  subsequent  service  of  this  appellant, 
from  May  3,  1864,  to  September  21,  1804,  while  he  was  serving  as  a 
private  in  Company  B,  One  hundred  and  thirty-seventh  Indiana  Vol- 
unteer Infantry,  and  from  October  12, 1864,  to  July  11, 1865,  when  he 
was  serving  as  a  sergeant  and  a  second  lieutenant  in  Company  I,  One 
hundred  and  fortieth  Indiana  Volunteer  Infantry,  was  strictly  in 
ac<!ordance  with  the  plain  letter  of  the  law,  and  was  not  error. 

The  fifth  assignment  of  error  raises  the  question  of  the  right  of  the 
Bureau  to  withhold  the  payments  of  the  appellant's  pension  until  the 
Gov^ernment  is  reimbursed  for  the  excess  of  pension  erroneously  paid 
him  as  of  the  rank  of  a  second  lieutenant.  Under  what  circumstances 
the  accruing  payments  of  pension  may  be  withheld  from  a  pen.sioner 
in  order  to  reimburse  the  Government  for  pension  money  erroneously 
I)aid  to  him  is  well  settled  by  the  decisions  of  the  Department.  Where 
the  erroneous  payments  have  resulted  from  fraud,  concealment,  or 
misrepresentation  on  the  part  of  the  pensioner,  or  have  been  caused 
by  a  clear  and  unquestionable  mistake  of  fact  on  the  part  of  the  officers 
of  the  Government,  it  is  well  settled  that  accruing  pension  may  be 
withheld  to  reimburse  the  Government  for  such  erroneous  payments; 
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but  where  the  payments  of  pension  have  resulted  from  an  error  of 
judgment  on  the  facts  of  the  case  by  the  officials  whose  duty  it  was  to 
pass  thereon,  no  reimbursement  can  be  had.  In  the  present  case  there 
is  no  suspicion  of  fraud  or  misrepresentation  on  the  .part  of  this  appel- 
lant. In  the  adjudication  of  his  claim  the  Pension  Bureau  had  all  the 
facts  fairly  before  it,  and  there  was  no  attempt  on  the  part  of  the 
appellant  to  conceal  or  misrepresent  any  material  factor  circumstance 
arising  in  his  case.  This  element  may,  therefore,  be  eliminated  from 
the  consideration  of  the  case.  It  remains  then  to  consider  simply  the 
nature  of  the  error  by  which  the  appellant  was  improperly  paid  pen- 
sion as  of  the  rank  of  a  second  lieutenant  when  he  should  have  been 
paid  and  rated  as  of  the  rank  of  a  private.  Was  this  a  mistake  of 
fact  or  was  it  an  error  of  judgment?  If  it  was  a  mistake  of  fact,  the 
action  of  the  Pension  Bureau  in  withholding  the  payments  of  pension 
froin  the  appellant  until  reimbursement  was  made  of  the  excess  of 
pension  paid  him  over  and  above  what  he  was  justly  entitled  to  receive 
under  the  law  was  proper  and  fully  justified  by  the  law  and  the 
decisions  of  this  Department.  If  it  was  an  error  of  judgment,  such 
withholding  of  his  pension  was  without  authority  of  law,  and  was 
erroneous.  A  correct  answer  to  this  question  can  be  best  arrived  at 
by  considering  the  nature  of  the  error  which  was  sought  to  be  corrected 
by  the  reissue  of  the  appellant's  certificate  of  July  23, 1892,  and  which 
was  pointed  out  by  the  decision  of  the  Department  of  June  30,  1892. 
This  error  did  not  consist  of  a  mistake  as  to  the  rank  held  in  the* 
service  by  the  appellant  when  he  contracted  the  disability  for  which 
pensioned.  He  was  not  erroneously  pensioned  by  mistaking  him  for 
a  second  lieutenant  when  he  was  a  private,  or  vice  versa;  but  the 
error  resulted,  wholly  and  absolutely,  from  a  mistake  as  to  the  nature, 
character,  and  origin  of  the  disability  for  which  pension  was  allowed. 
If  he  had  been  properly  pensioned  for  rheumatism,  then  his  rating  as 
of  the  rank  of  second  lieutenant  would  have  been  correct,  since  the 
evidence  showed  that  whatever  disabilitv  in  the  nature  of  rheumatism 
he  contracted  during  his  military  service  was  during  his  last  term 
of  enlistment  and  while  he  held  that  rank.  If,  however,  as  was 
determined  to  be  the  case,  he  should  have  been  pensioned  for  the 
results  of  typhoid  fever,  his  rating  as  a  second  lieutenant  was  wrong, 
since  he  contracted  the  typhoid  fever  during  his  first  term  of  enlist- 
ment and  while  serving  as  a  private.  It  is  thus  manifest  that  the 
quesion  as  to  rank  in  the  service,  and  the  erroneous  paj^ments  made 
to  him  on  that  account,  were  merely  incident  to  the  mistake  made  as 
to  the  nature  and  character  of  the  disalnlity  for  which  pension  was 
allowed.  The  errror  as  to  the  diagnosis  and  origin  of  the  appellant's 
disabilitj^  was  undoubtedly  an  error  of  judgment  and  not  a  mis- 
take of  fact.  It  was  a  conclusion  deduced  from  the  evidence  in  the 
case.     The  Pension  Bureau  determined  from  the  evidence  that  the 
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appellant  had  contracted  rheumatism  during  his  last  term  of  enlist- 
ment while  serving  as  a  second  lieutenant,  and  pensioned  and  rated 
him  accordingly.  The  Department,  on  appeal,  concluded  from  the 
^»ame  evidence  that  this  was  a  wrong  deduction,  and  that  the  pension- 
able disability  of  the  appellant  was  a  result  of  typhoid  fever  contracted 
while  serving  as  a  private  during  his  first  terai  of  enlistment,  and 
directed  his  certificate  to  be  reissued  and  that  he  be  i"ated  in  accord- 
ance with  this  conclusion.  The  reissue  of  July  23,  1892,  was  an 
attempt  to  carry  out  the  instructions  of  the  Department,  but  it  failed 
to  do  so,  except  in  the  matter  of  changing  the  designation  of  the 
appellant's  disability,  and  left  his  rating  and  the  date  of  commence- 
ment of  his  pension  stand  as  before.  If  the  instructions  of  the  depart- 
mental decision  of  June  30,  1892,  had  been  fully  complied  with  and 
obeyed  by  the  action  of  the  Pension  Bureau  of  July  23,  1892,  it  is 
clear  that  no  withholding  of  payment  of  pension  would  have  been 
justified  to  reimburse  for  pension  previously  paid  him  as  a  second 
lieutenant,  since  the  error  sought  to  be  corrected  was  not  an  error  as 
to  his  rank  in  the  service,  but  as  to  the  nature  of  his  disability.  The 
reissue  from  which  this  appeal  was  taken,  of  July  30, 1900,  was  simply 
for  the  purpose  of  correcting  the  errors  or  imperfections  of  the  action 
taken  on  July  23,  1892.  It  was  in  the  nature  of  a  judgment  nunc  pro 
tunc.  It  undertook  merely  to  carry  out  and  make  effective  the  instruc- 
tions of  the  departmental  decision  of  June  30,  1892,  which  had  not 
been  complied  with  by  the  reissue  of  July  23,  1892,  and  to  cure  the 
defects  and  errors  committed  by  said  last  named  action.  This  was  its 
sole  object,  purpose,  effect,  and  justification.  If  then,  reimbursement 
would  not  have  been  permissible  or  justifiable  under  the  law  upon  the 
reissue  of  July  23,  1892,  it  certainly  could  not  be  contended  that  it 
was  justifiable  upon  the  reissue  of  July  30,  1900.  It  was  the  same 
error  that  was  sought  to  be  corrected  in  both  instances;  the  first  action 
having  failed  to  completely  correct  said  error,  the  second  action  was 
necessary  to  cure  the  remaining  defect.  The  error  from  which  the 
improper  payments  of  pension  to  this  appellant  resulted  being  thus 
clearly  demonstrated  to  have  been  an  error  of  judgment  as  to  the 
proper  diagnosis  and  origin  of  the  disability  for  which  he  was  pen- 
sioned, and  not  a  mistake  of  fact  as  to  his  rank  in  the  service,  the 
Department  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  withholding  of  payments  of 
pension  for  the  purposes  above  stated  by  the  action  of  July  30,  1900, 
was  erroneous,  and  not  justified  by  the  facts  in  this  case,  the  law  or 
the  decisions  of  this  Department,  and  so  much  of  said  action  is  hereby 
reversed  and  set  aside. 

The  sixth  assignment  of  error  contends  that  the  appellant  should 
have  been  allowed  a  "first  grade"  rating  of  $72  per  month  for  a 
period  of  six  months,  during  which  he  alleges  that  he  was  totally  dis- 
abled and  required  the  regular  and  constant  attention  of  two  nurses 
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and  a  physician.  The  evidence  in  the  case  shows  that  the  period 
referred  to  by  the  appellant  was  in  the  yedr  1876,  at  which  time  he 
was  afflicted  with  very  severe  and  malignant  abscesses  upon  his  right 
shoulder  and  side,  which  caused  extensive  suppuration,  confined  him 
to  his  bed  for  a  period  of  several  months  and  rendered  him  so  ill  that 
his  life  was  despaired  of.  This  condition  has  been  accepted  as  the 
result  of  typhoid  fever,  and  caused  the  disability  of  right  shoulder 
and  arm  for  which  the  appellant  is  pensioned.  It  was,  however,  but 
a  temporary  exacerbation  of  the  disability  for  which  the  appellant  is 
pensioned,  and  from  which  he  recovered.  Although  this  acute  attack 
resulted  in  a  marked  increase  of  his  pensionable  disability,  it  is  not 
even  contended  that  after  his  recovery  therefrom  there  was  a  continua- 
tion of  helplessness,  or  even  such  a  condition  of  inability  for  self-help 
as  necessitated  either  the  regular  and  constant,  or  the  frequent  and 
periodical  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person  at  any  time. 
In  the  first  place,  during  the  period  of  helplessness  referred  to  by  the 
appellant  no  such  rating  as  $72  per  month  had  been  provided  by,  or 
was  known  to  the  law.  The  first  grade  rating  at  that  time  was  $50 
per  month,  provided  by  the  act  of  June  18,  1874,  only  for  a  condition 
of  permanent  total  helplessness,  requiring  the  regular  personal  aid 
and  attendance  of  another  person.  The  act  of  March  4,  1890,  which 
provides  for  the  rating  of  $72  per  month,  also  requires  a  condition  of 
total  and  permanent  helplessness,  requiring  the  regular  personal  aid 
and  attendance  of  another  person,  to  be  established  to  entitle  a  pen- 
sioner thereto.  There  is  no  provision  of  law,  and  has  never  been, 
providing  a  first  gi-ade  rating,  or  any  other  rating  for  temporary  disa- 
bility or  helplessness,  or  necessity  for  aid  and  attention  of  another 
person  merel}'^  during  an  acute  attack  of  disease.  It  was  therefore  not 
error  to  hold  that  the  appellant  was  not  entitled  to  a  first  grade  rating 
during  the  period  of  six  months  in  1875,  when  he  was  confined  to  his 
bed  by  hLs  disability  and  required  the  personal  aid  and  attendance  of 
other  persons. 

The  question  of  the  adequacy  of  the  ratings  allowed  the  appellant 
upon  the  reissue  of  Jul}'^  30,  1900,  remains  yet  to  be  considered. 
From  the  evidence  in  the  case,  especially  the  appellant's  own  state- 
ments, it  is  apparent  that  his  disability  from  the  accepted  disabling 
causes  was  not  very  severe  or  marked  in  character  up  to  the  year 
1875,  the  time  of  the  acute  attack  of  disease  of  right  shoulder  and 
back,  to  which  reference  has  been  made  in  the  foregoing,  and  there 
can  be  but  little  question  that  the  rating  of  one-half  total,  or  $4  per 
month,  was  fully  commensurate  with  the  degree  of  disability  shown 
to  exist  from  discharge  to  said  date. 

Dr.  A.  B.  Light  testified  in  1879  that  he  had  treated  the  appellant 
on  Februarj'  10,  1875,  for  rheumatism  in  the  back,  which  confined 
him  to  his  bed  for  about  ten  days;  that  he  had  treated  him  again  on 
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the  25th  of  said  month  for  the  same  trouble;  that  the  rheumatism  was 
of  the  acute,  inflammatory  type,  and  abscesses  formed  on  the  right 
side,  which  were  opened  and  continued  to  discharge  for  three  months, 
during  which  period  the  appellant  could  scarcely  be  turned  in  bed. 
In  may,  1882,  this  same  witness  testified  that  the  appellant  became 
convalescent  in  the  latter  part  of  August,  1875,  and  that  his  right 
shoulder  was  then  stiff  as  a  result  of  said  abscesses,  and  that  from 
that  time  to  May,  1878,  when  the  appellant  left  that  part  of  the 
country,  he  was  not  able  to  use  his  right  shoulder  and  arm  for  any 
purpose. 

Dr.  W.  N.  King  testified  in  March,  1882,  that  the  appellant  then 
had  partial  anchylosis  of  the  right  shoulder  joint  with  complete  atro- 
phy of  deltoid  and  partial  of  the  other  muscles  of  said  shoulder,  that 
the  tendons  of  latissimus  dorsi  and  pectoralis  major  were  stiffened  and 
shortened,  and  the  whole  right  arm  atrophied  and  practically  useless 
so  far  as  any  manual  labor  was  concerned. 

The  first  medical  examination  of  the  appellant  was  made  on  Sep- 
tember 21,  1880,  and  disclosed  anchylosis  of  right  shoulder  joint  with 
conti*action  and  wasting  of  the  muscles  of  the  right, shoulder,  leaving 
the  arm  in  such  a  condition  that  the  examining  surgeon  stated  ^^that 
he  is  totally  incapacitated  for  manual  labor." 

In  November,  1881,  the  board  of  examining  surgeons  at  Topeka, 
Kans.,  found  partial  anchylosis  of  right  shoulder  joint  with  some  mus- 
cular atrophy  of  right  arm.  The  examining  surgeons  certified  that 
he  could  not  raise  his  hand  to  his  head,  that  there  was  no  lateml 
motion  in  right  arm,  that  the  arm  soon  became  exhausted  from  weak- 
ness, and  that  the  right  hand  was  tender  and  cold. 

In  November,  1882,  a  similar  condition  of  shoulder  and  arm  was 
found  and  described  on  medical  examination,  and  in  addition  thereto 
a  Colles's  fracture  of  right  radius.  Medical  examinations  in  1885  and 
1891  disclosed  practically  the  same  condition  of  right  shoulder  and 
arm  as  above  described. 

It  is  contended  by  the  appellant  that  the  fracture  of  the  right  radius, 
above  mentioned,  and  also  various  other  injuries,  which  he  has  incurred 
at  different  times  from  falls  and  accidents,  should  be  considered  as 
results  of  his  accepted  disability,  and  included  in  his  rating,  for  the 
reason  that  it  is  claimed  by  him  that  such  accidents  and  falls  were 
occasioned  by  his  inability  to  properly  balance  himself  by  reason  of 
his  disability  of  right  shoulder  and  arm,  or  to  successfully  protect  and 
save  himself  when  falling.  It  is  shown,  however,  by  the  sworn  state- 
ments of  the  appellant  himself,  that  ail  of  these  injuries  had  resulted 
from  ordinary  incidents  and  accidents,  such  as  were  liable  to  happen 
to  any  person,  and  were  in  no  way  connected  with  or  attributable  to 
bis  disability  of  right  arm  and  shoulder;  the  fracture  of  right  radius 
being  shown  to  have  been  occasioned  by  the  appellant's  falling  over  a 
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pile  of  stove  wood  upon  coming  suddenly  out  into  the  dark  from  a 
brightly  lighted  room,  and  that  the  other  injuries  complained  of  had 
resulted  from  falls  while  he  was  engaged  in  riding  a  bicycle.  The 
connection  of  these  accidents  with  the  appellant's  pensioned  disability, 
if  any,  is  entirely  too  remote  and  hypothetical  to  be  seriously  con- 
sidered. 

Prior  to  the  reissue  of  July  30,  1900,  a  special  examination  was 
made  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  present  degree  of  disability 
resulting  from  the  condition  of  the  appellant's  right  arm  and  shoulder, 
as  well  as  what  extent  of  disability  had  resulted  therefrom  since  1875. 
Although  the  testimony  thus  obtained  shows  that  the  right  shoulder 
and  arm  of  the  appellant  is  not,  and  has  never  been,  totally  diiiabled, 
and  that  his  right  arm  is  useful  in  the  performance  of  various  minor 
functions  requiring  the  exercise  of  no  strength  or  muscular  exertion, 
yet  it  also  very  clearly  establishes  the  fact  that  his  right  arm  has  been, 
since  the  acute  attack  of  disease  in  1875,  practically  useless  for  pur- 
poses of  ordinary  manual  labor. 

From  the  evidence  in  the  case  the  Department  is  clearly  of  the 
opinion  that  the  rates  of  pension  that  were  allowed  the  appellant  from 
1875,  by  the  reissue  of  July  30,  1900,  have  not  been  sufficient  or  ade- 
quate for  his  disability  of  right  shoulder  and  arm  resulting  from  the 
accepted  disabling  cause,  and  although  the  Department  is  not  prepared 
to  say  that  he  would  be  entitled  to  a  'Hhird-grade"  rating  since  that 
date,  it  does  hold  that  he  is  clearly  entitled  to  a  very  much  higher 
rating  than  has  been  allowed  him  since  the  acute  attack  of  disease  in 
1875,  and  that  his  pension  should  be  rerated  accordingly. 

You  are  therefore  hereby  directed  to  cause  this  case  to  be  reopened 
and  readjudicated  in  accordance  with  the  views  and  conclusions  herein 
set  forth. 

Action  reversed. 


paymknt  op  pknsron  uxder  act  mabcii  3,  1899. 
Ellkn  Lake  v.  Daniel  Lake. 

When  a  pensioner  refuses  to  execute  his  pension  voucher  for  the  purpose  of  depriv- 
ing his  wife  (who  has  been  awarded  one-half  of  his  pension  under  the  act  of 
March  3,  1899)  of  her  part  of  his  {)ension,  payment  may  be  made  to  her  upon 
her  supplemental  voucher  upon  satisfactory  proof  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pen- 
sions of  the  existence  of  the  pensioner  during  the  period  for  which  she  claims 
payment. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  Z.  Campbell  to  tJie  Commissioner  of  Pensions ^ 

November  6,  1902. 

Complaint  having  been  made  to  this  Department  on  behalf  of  Mrs. 
Ellen  Lake,  deserted  wife  of  Daniel  I^ake,  jr.,  late  private,  Company 
C,  Sixty -fifth  New  York  Infantry,  and  a  pensioner  under  certificate ' 
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No.  75968,  that  she  was  being  deprived  of  one-half  of  his  pension  by 
reason  of  his  failure  to  present  duly  executed  voucher  for  payment,  a 
report  from  the  Bureau  was  called  for  July  10,  1902. 

The  Bureau  report  of  July  12,  1902,  was  duly  forwarded  to  this 
Department,  together  with  the  papers  in  the  case,  from  which  it 
appears  that  by  Bureau  action  of  January  20,  1902,  claimant  was 
adjudged  entitled  to  one-half  her  said  husband's  pension  on  the  ground 
that  '*  pensioner  deserted  claimant,  his  lawful  wife,  who  is  a  person  of 
good  moral  character  and  in  necessitous  circumstances."  No  appeal 
has  been  taken  from  this  action. 

It  further  appears  that  pensioner  has  failed  to  file  his  duly  executed 
voucher  for  over  thirty  days,  for  the  payment  of  his  pension  for  the 
quarter  ending  May  4,  1902;  that  claimant  has  filed  her  voucher  for 
her  one-half  of  his  said  pension  for  said  quarter  and  that  payment  has 
been  denied  her  by  the  United  Stated  pension  agent  at  Knoxville, 
Tenn.,  because  of  the  nonreceipt  of  the  properly  executed  voucher  of 
the  pensioner. 

It  further  appears  that  said  pension  agent  was  justified  in  his  action 
by  reason  of  the  general  order  of  March  18,  1902,  wherein  United 
States  pension  agents  were  instructed  that  "payment  should  be  made 
on  a  supplemental  voucher  executed  by  the  wife  only  after  a  properly 
executed  voucher  shall  have  been  received  from  the  pensioner." 

As  was  held  by  this  Department  in  the  Adams  case  (12  P.  D.,  370), 
the  right  of  a  claimant,  when  duly  established,  under  the  act  of  March 
3,  1899,  becomes  as  valid  and  is  to  be  as  carefully  guarded  and  enforced 
as  is  the  original  right  of  the  pensioner.  As  was  also  held  in  the 
Cooper  case  (12  P.  D.,  163)  and  in  the  Adams  case,  supra,  the  deserted 
wife  is  entitled  to  one-half  the  pension  owing  or  accruing  to  the  pen- 
sioner during  the  period  of  statutory  desertion  at  the  time  of  filing 
her  application  therefor  and  subsequent  thereto,  during  the  continu- 
ance of  desertion. 

While  a  claimant's  right,  when  duly  adjudicated,  to  one-half  her 
husband's  pension  does  not  depend  upon  his  executing  his  voucher,  yet 
the  fact  that  he  has  executed  his  voucher  avoids  the  necessity  of  the 
wife  making  proof  of  his  existence  in  order  to  entitle  her  to  receive 
one-half  of  his  pension. 

Since  the  publication  of  said  general  order  of  March  18,  1902,  the 
attention  of  the  Department  has  been  called  to  several  instances  where 
the  pensioner  has  sought  to  defeat  payment  of  one-half  of  their  pen- 
sion to  his  wife  by  declining  to  execute  his  voucher  for  his  quarterly 
payment. 

In  view  of  these  facts,  said  general  order  is  hereb}'  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  the  word  "only"  in  that  portion  of  said  general  order  hereto- 
fore quoted,  and  said  general  order  will  hereafter  be  so  construed  as 
to  permit  a  claimant  under  said  act  of  March  3,  1899,  to  make  Hatis- 
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factory  proof  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  of  the  existence  of  the 
pensioner  during  the  period  for  which  she  claims  payment  of  one-half 
his  pension.  This  proof,  when  rendered  necessary  by  reason  of  failure 
or  refusal  of  the  pensioner  to  execute  his  voucher,  should  be  made  in 
each  case  and  on  the  expiration  of  each  quarter  for  which  payment  is 
claimed,  and  thereupon  the  Bureau,  after  ascertaining  from  its  records 
that  the  pension  certificate  remains  in  force  and  that  the  pensioner's 
name  has  not  been  dropped  from  the  roll  or  his  pension  suspended, 
should  instruct  the  United  States  pension  agent  to  make  payment  to 
claimant  on  her  duly  executed  voucher  of  the  one-half  of  the  pension 
to  which  she  may  be  legally  entitled  under  said  act  of  March  3,  1899. 


desebtton,  act  makch  3,  1800-conabitation-sepakation. 

Anna  C.  Fritts  v.  Cubtis  M.  Fritts. 

Voluntary  cohabitation  of  husband  and  wife  after  entering  into  an  agreement  for 
immediate  separation  operates  as  a  mutual  rescission  of  the  agreement.  (Bishop 
on  Marriage,  Divorce,  and  Separation,  vol.  1,  par.  1302,  and  note  3.  Stewart  on 
Marriage  and  Divorce,  par.  191,  and  note  3.  Bouvier*s  Law  Dictionary,  vol.  2, 
p.  580.  Kehr  v.  Smith,  20  Wall.,  31;  note  to  case  of  Stephenson  v.  Osborne,  90 
Am.  Dec,  369.) 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L.  Campbell  to  the  Con^mission'er  of  Pensi^ms^ 

November  7,  1902. 

Curtis  M.  Fritts,  late  private,  Company  A,  First  New  York  Veteran 
Cavalry,  and  a  pensioner  at  $10  per  month  under  certificate  No.  957035, 
appealed  October  25,  1902,  from  the  Bureau  action  of  October  .15, 
1902,  allowing  the  claim  of  his  wife,  Anna  C,  filed  May  2,  1902,  for 
one-half  his  pension,  on  the  ground  that  he  deserted  her  and  that  pen- 
sioner lived  with  claimant  subsequent  to  March  25,  1890,  the  date  on 
which  they  executed  articles  of  separation.  Pensioner  contends  in  his 
appeal  that  he  never  lived  with  claimant  since  they  entered  into  a 
mutual  written  agreement  for  separation  in  1890,  that  claimant  and 
several  of  her  witnesses  have  testified  falsely,  and  that  she  is  untruth- 
ful and  of  doubtful  if  not  immoral  character.  , 

Claimant  in  her  answer  to  said  appeal  contends  that  she  has  success- 
fully defended  her  character  against  the  attacks  of  her  said  husband; 
that  after  entering  into  an  agreement  for  separation  he  failed  to  keep 
his  part  of  the  agreement  and  his  conduct  toward  her  and  their  child 
continued  to  grow  worse. 

This  case  was  specially  examined  and  both  parties  afforded  an  oppor- 
tunity to  appear  before  the  examiner  and  cross-examine  each  other 
and  their  witnesses. 

The  evidence  fails  to  show  that  claimant  is  an  immoral  woman,  and 
it  is  not  even  contended  that  she  is  not  in  necessitous  circumstances. 
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The  only  question  to  be  determined  is  whether  claimant  has  estab- 
lished the  fact  that  her  husband  had  deserted  her  for  six  months  prior 
to  the  date  of  filing  her  application. 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  parties  were  married  in  1869;  that  on 
March  25,  1890,  they  entered  into  a  mutual  agreement  in  writing  to 
live  separate  and  apart  from  each  other.  No  specific  consideration  is 
mentioned  in  said  agreement,  but  claimant  testified  that  pensioner 
a^eed  to  pay  her  $50,  which  sum  he  never  paid,  and  that  after  said 
agreement  they  continued  to  live  and  cohabit  as  husband  and  wife 
until  1894,  when  he  deserted  her  and  went  to  live  with  another  woman. 

The  evidence  further  shows  that  pensioner  and  claimant  were  vol- 
untarily living  together  as  husband  and  wife  in  1898,  and  that  he 
subsequently  deserted  her  about  1894  and  has  ever  since  failed  to  con- 
tribute to  her  support.  By  the  testimony  of  reputable  witnesses  pen- 
sioner is  shown  to  be  the  party  in  fault.  Voluntary  cohabitation  of 
husband  and  wife,  after  entering  into  an  agreement  for  immediate 
separation,  opemtes  as  a  mutual  rescission  of  the  agreement  for 
separation. 

As  stated  by  Bishop  on  Marriage,  Divorce,  and  Separation,  vol.  1, 
paragi'aph  1302,  "a  coming  together  of  the  parties  puts  an  end  to  the 
articles  and  the  wife's  subsequent  abandonment  of  the  husband  does 
not  revive  them."    See  authorities  cited  under  note  3. 

As  stated  by  Stewart  on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  paragi'aph  191,  "a 
deed  of  separation  is  a  deed  made  in  consideration  of  separation,  and 
the  consideration  fails  and  the  deed  is  avoided  if  no  separation  takes 
place  and  the  parties  are  reconciled  and  cohabitation  resumed."  See 
also  Kehr  v.  Smith  (20  Wall.,  31),  and  notes  to  the  case  of  Stephenson 
^^  Osborne  (90  Am.  Dec,  369). 

After  full  consideration  of  all  the  evidence  in  the  case  under  consid- 
eration, no  valid  or  satisfactory  reason  appears  for  reversing  or  in  any 
manner  modifying  the  action  appealed  from,  and  said  action  is  accord- 
ingly afliirmed. 

feb— disbarred  attorxey-estopplk. 

Edward  S.  Murray  (claimant). 
H.  D.  Phillips  (attorney). 

When  a  claimant,  pending  the  difibannent  of  his  attorney  of  record,  employs  another 
attorney  wht>  prosecutes  the  claim  to  final  adjudication,  no  fee  will  be  certified 
to  the  disbarred  attorney  upon  his  rc^storation  to  practice,  but  his  diHbarment 
will  operate  as  an  estopple  to  bar  any  claim  for  fee. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  Z.  Camj^hell  to  tlie  Cominlssioner  of  ]\'nii!o7is^ 

Navcfiiher  17,  1902. 

H.  D.  Phillips,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  April  18,  1902,  entered  an 
appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  denying  him  a  fee  on  the  issue  of 
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June  20, 1901,  in  the  claim  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890, 
of  Edward  S.  Murray,  who  served  in  Company  B,  Twenty-third 
Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry. 

The  soldier  was  in  receipt  of  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890, 
at  the  I'ate  of  $8  per  month,  when,  in  his  behalf,  on  January  11, 1900, 
the  appellant  filed  a  claim  for  increase.  He  was  disbarred  from  prac- 
tice before  the  Bureau  on  February  5,  1900,  and  was  restored  April 
26,  1900.  In  the  interim,  on  March  6,  1900,  Joshua  R.  H.  Potts  filed 
a  power  of  attorney  from  the  claimant,  and  on  March  19, 1900,  he  filed 
medical  evidence.  A  medical  examination  was  held  June  18,  1900, 
from  which  date  certificate  issued  June  20,  1901,  to  allow  the  rate  of 
$12  per  month.  On  said  issue  Mr.  Phillips  has  been  denied  a  fee, 
hence  this  appeal. 

Rule  8  of  the  Rules  of  Practice  before  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions 
provides  as  follows: 

When  a  claimant,  pending  the  disbarment  of  his  attorney  of  record,  employs 
another  attorney  who  prosecutes  the  claim  to  final  adjudication,  no  fee  will  be  cer- 
tified the  disbarred  attorney  upon  his  restoration  to  practice,  but  his  disbarment 
will  operate  as  an  estoppel  to  bar  any  claim  for  fee. 

The  facts  in  the  case  bring  the  question  at  issue  squarely  within  the 
foregoing  rule.  The  claim  was  completed  by  another  attorney, 
appointed  by  the  soidier  while  the  appellant  was  disbarred  from 
practice. 

The  appellant  urges  that  he  was  disbarred  without  due  cause,  and 
that  when  he  was  restored  to  the  practice  it  was  directed  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  that  his  disbarment  should  he  held  for  naught. 
Therefore,  he  argues,  that  in  claims  for  pension  in  which  he  was  the 
attorney  at  the  time  of  his  disbarment  the  fact  that  he  was  disbarred 
from  practice  would  not  operate  to  deprive  him  of  his  rights,  and  has 
no  more  effect  than  if  he  had  never  been  disbarred. 

Under  no  circumstances  can  it  be  presumed  that  any  order  of  this 
Department  was  or  is  based  upon  facts  other  than  those  sustained  by 
competent  evidence  and  in  view  thereof  and  the  law  applicable 
thereto.  If  any  mistake  is  made  either  as  to  fact  or  law  it  will  be 
considered  as  misjudgment  as  to  the  law  and  facts.  It  is  manifest 
that  this  Department  could  properly  disbar  the  appellant  upon  the 
facts  found  when  the  order  to  the  effect  was  made,  and  also  vest  in 
him  his  former  rights  which  remained  when  he  was  restored  to  piuc- 
tice  by  the  subsequent  order  of  the  Department.  But  it  is  also  evi- 
dent, when  third  parties  had  secured  attorneyship  rights  in  an}^  claim 
in  which  he  was  the  attorne}^  during  the  period  of  his  disbarment,  that 
the  rights  of  such  parties  can  not  be  ignored. 

The  appellant  further  urges  that  rule  8  is  limited  m  its  application 
to  cases  where  attorneys  have  been  disbarred  and  restored  to  practice 
as  an  act  of  grace;  that  because  in  this  case  he  was  restored  to  prac- 
tice, as  a  matter  of  right,  said  rule  has  no  application  to  him. 
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The  Department  in  restoring  the  appellant  to  practice  restored  his 
attorneyship  rights  in  all  claims  in  which  the  respective  claimants  had 
not  appointed  other  attorneys  to  complete  their  claims.  The  order 
for  the  disbarment  of  the  appellant  was  cfEective  while  it  stood,  and 
by  its  force  claimants  were  enabled  to  employ  other  attorneys  to 
prosecute  their  claims  Those  claimants  who  thus  acted  while  the 
appellant  was  disbarred  thereby  made  legal  contracts  with  such  other 
attorneys,  and  these  contracts  can  not  be  invalidated.  Rule  8  applies 
under  the  recited  conditions  to  an  attorney  whose  disbarment  has 
been  set  aside  on  the  ground  assigned  in  the  appellant's  case,  as  well 
as  to  those  attorneys  who  have  been  restored  to  practice  as  an  act  of 
grace.     Action  affirmed. 


ATTORNEYS-POAVER  OF  ATTORNEY. 

MiEL  Hilton  (claimant). 
Mild  B.  Stevens  &  Co.  (attorneys). 

A  power  of  attorney  in  a  claim  for  pension  l>ecome8  operative  only  from  the  time 
complete  evidence  of  ita  pn)per  execution  is  filed  in  the  Bureau  while  the  claim 
is  pending  to  which  it  is  intended  to  apply. 

AHHiatunt  Secretary  F,  Z.  Campfjell  to  tlie  Cmnmimioner  of  Peyudons^ 

Noveinher  17^  1902. 

Milo  B.  Stevens  &  Co.,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  on  July  16,  1902, 
entered  an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  denying  them  a  fee 
on  the  issue  of  February  4,  1902,  in  the  claim  for  pension  under  the 
act  of  January  5,  1893,  of  Miel  Hilton,  who  served  in  Company  K, 
Palmetto  South  Carolina  Volunteers,  war  with  Mexico. 

The  soldier  was  in  receipt  of  pension  under  the  act  of  January  29, 
1887,  at  $8  per  month,  which  rate  had  been  paid  to  him  from  date  of 
passage  of  said  act,  when,  on  February  10,  1893,  in  his  behalf, 
A.  M.  Kenaday,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  filed  a  declaration  for  increase 
of  pension  under  the  act  of  January  5,  1893.  Certificate  issued  April 
26,  1894,  to  allow  the  claimant  increase  of  pension  under  said  act  at 
$12  per  month  from  April  24,  1894,  the  date  on  which  application  for 
increase  of  pension  was  approved  for  admission  by  the  board  of 
review  of  the  Pension  Bureau,  in  accordance  with  order  No.  231  of 
the  Commissioner  of  Pensions.  On  said  issue  Mr.  Kenaday  was  paid 
a  fee  of  J2  for  his  services  in  securing  the  increase  of  pension  allowed. 

The  appellants,  on  October  16,  1901,  filed  in  behalf  of  the  above 
named  soldier  a  declaration  for  rerating,  to  commence  increase  at  an 
earlier  date  than  that  fixed  on  the  issue  of  April  26,  1894.  Said 
declaration  contained  a  power  of  attorney  in  favor  of  the  appellants, 
and  the  same  was  executed  by  the  claimant  October  10,  1901,  before 
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David  A.  Williams,  as  a  notary  public  for  Lancaster  County,  State  of 
South  Carolina,  who  did  not  affix  a  seal  to  his  signature,  and  whose 
official  capacity  to  administer  oaths  for  general  purposes  had  not  been 
certified  under  seal  when  certificate  issued  in  the  claim  for  rerating 
February  4,  1902,  to  commence  increase  at  $12  per  month  from 
January  5,  1893,  and  allow  such  rate  over  the  period  from  said  date 
to  April  24,  1894,  the  date  from  which  the  rate  of  $12  was  allowed  to 
commence  on  the  issue  of  April  26,  1894.  -  Mr.  Williams  was  notified 
October  22,  1901,  that  no  certificate  under  seal  had  been  filed  in  the 
Bureau,  showing  his  official  capacity  to  administer  oaths  for  general 
purposes.  On  January  24, 1902,  the  appellants  were  notified  that  such 
officer's  capacity  to  thus  administer  oaths  had  not  been  certified  to  the 
Bureau  under  seal.  They  filed  the  necessary  certificate  May  12, 1902, 
subsequently  to  the  issue  of  certificate  to  allow  pension.  On  said 
issue  no  fee  was  certified  to  Messrs.  Stevens  &  Co. ;  hence  this  apix>al. 

The  appellants  were  denied  a  fee  upon  the  ground  that  at  the  date 
of  issue  of  certificate  to  allow  pension,  they  had  not  filed  the  proper 
evidence  of  their  authority  to  appear  in  the  claim. 

Rule  4  of  the  rules  of  piiictice  before  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions 
provides  that  "No  power  of  attorney  purporting  to  be  executed  b}'^  a 
claimant  will  bo  recognized  as  good  and  valid  authority  unless  the  same 
be  signed  in  the  presence  of  two  witnesses  and  acknowledged  before 
an  officer  duly  authorized  to  administer  oaths  for  general  purposes, 
whose  official  capacity  is  certified  under  seal." 

The  practice  is  to  recognize  a  power  of  attorney  when  acknowledged 
before  an  officer  with  a  seal,  if  competent  to  administer  oaths  for  gen- 
eral purposes,  who  affixes  his  seal  to  his  official  signature,  and  when 
executed  before  an  officer  without  a  seal,  thus  competent  to  administer 
oaths,  if  his  official  capacity  so  to  do  is  properly  certified  under  seal 
by  some  other  officer,  and  other  formalities  required  by  said  rule  are 
observed.  Failing  in  these  particulars,  powers  of  attorney  have  not 
been  recognized  as  valid. 

For  the  purpose  of  determining  whether  an  officer  is  competent  to 
administer  oaths  for  general  purposes,  recourse  is  taken  to  the  laws  of 
the  State,  which  designate  the  officers  that  are  clothed  with  this  func- 
tion; and  for  determining  whether  a  person  holds  one  of  such  posi- 
tions, and  the  particular  one  in  which  he  purports  to  act,  the  practice 
requires  that  a  certificate  under  seal  l)e  filed  covering  the  time  of  his 
official  act  in  question  and  showing  his  official  capacity  so  to  act.  If 
the  office  is  that  of  notar}^  public,  and  the, person  acting  affixes  his  seal 
to  his  official  signature  and  states  in  his  certificate  of  acknowledgment 
when  his  commission  expires  the  practice  is  complied  with.  Where 
a  person  has  been  shown  competent  to  act  as  an  officer,  a  record  is 
kept  of  the  fact  and  of  the  period  he  is  qualified  so  to  act. 

As  noted  in  this  particular  case,  no  certificate  under  seal  was  tiled  in 
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the  Bureau  at  the  time  the  claim  was  allowed,  showing  the  tenure  of 
office  of  Mr.  Williams,  the  person  pui'poiling  to  act  as  notary  public 
before  whom  the  declaration  which  contained  the  power  of  attorney  in 
favor  of  the  appellants  was  executed,  nor  did  he  affix  his  notarial  seal 
to  his  official  signature.  It  was  not  until  after  the  claim  was  allowed 
that  it  appeared  from  proper  evidence  under  seal  that  he  was  such 
officer  at  the  time  said  declaration  was  executed  before  him.  The 
question  presented  is  whether  the  power  of  attorney  could  become 
operative  until  such  evidence  was  filed. 

The  decision  of  this  Department  in  the  case  Charles  W.  Mumson 
(8  P.  D.,  38(5)  is  in  point.  The  original  declaration  in  that  case  con- 
tained a  power  in  favor  of  the  attorneys  who  filed  said  declaration, 
but  the  same  was  executed  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  who  did  not 
affix  a  seal  to  his  official  signature,  and  there  was  not  on  file  in  the 
Bureau  a  certificate  under  seal  showing  his  official  cap)acity  so  to  act. 
Such  certificate  was  subsequently  filed,  and  while  the  claim  was  pend- 
ing. In  the  meantime  another  attorney  filed  a  duly  executed  power 
authorizing  him  to  prosecute  the  case.  It  was  held  (page  380  text) 
that  prior  to  the  appearance  of  the  latter  there  was  no  proper  evidence 
on  file  in  the  case  showing  that  any  other  attorney  was  authorized  to 
appear  in  the  claim,  and  that  the  latter  was  entitled  to  recognition  on 
filing  his  power  of  attorney,  and,  as  he  completed  the  claim,  he  was 
entitled  to  the  fee;  that  (syllabus) — 

An  attorney's  authority  to  represent  a  claimant  must  be  evidence<l  by  an  instru- 
ment executed  in  strict  accordance  with  the  formalities  laid  down  in  the  rules  of 
practice. 

The  material  question  decided  in  the  cited  case  was  that  a  power  of 
attorney  does  not  become  opei*ative  until  the  complete  evidence  of  the 
validity  of  its  execution  is  filed.  In  the  present  case  such  evidence 
wsls  not  filed  until  after  the  claim  was  allowed.  It  was  of  course  too 
late  for  the  appellants  to  take  an}'  steps  in  the  prosecution  of  the  claim 
when  proper  and  complete  evidence  was  tiled  of  their  authority-  so  to  do. 

The  appellants  urge  that  it  is  the  practice  on  receiving  a  declaration 
or  power  of  attorney,  the  execution  of  which  l)y  the  claimant  is  not 
under  seal,  to  search  the  records  of  tTie  Bureau  and  ascerttiin  whether 
the  official  capacity  of  the  person  taking  the  acknowledgment  had 
been  certified  to  the  Bureau  under  seal,  and,  therefore,  an  attorney 
can  reasonably  wait  the  result  of  such  examination  mther  than  put  his 
client  to  an  expense  in  procuring  evidence  of  the  fact,  if  the  same  is 
already  on  file  in  the  Bureau. 

It  is  true  that  the  Bureau  ascertains  the  validity  of  a  declaration 
filed  in  claims  for  pension,  and  for  this  reason  it  so  seldom  happens 
that  powers  of  attorney  therein  contained  are  invalid.  However,  in 
claims  for  pension  of  the  class  to  which  belongs  the  present  case,  where 
it  is  immaterial  whether  or  not  a  declaration  is  filed,  it  is  possible  that 
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a  power  of  attorney  contained  in  a  declaration  filed  in  such  a  claim  is 
invalid  for  want  of  proper  execution,  and  so  remains  because  it  is  not 
necessary  to  secure  complete  evidence  of  its  validity  for  the  purposes 
of  the  merits  of  the  claim. 

By  order  No.  60  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  dated  November 
5,  1901,  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  November  18, 
1901,  it  was  directed  that — 

In  considering  claims  for  increase  under  tlie  act  of  January  5,  1893,  which  were 
allowed  prior  to  promulgation  of  order  No.  376,  dated  July  11,  1901,  it  is  held  that 
declarations  are  not  required  in  order  to  cause  read  judication  to  fix  date  of  com- 
mencement in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  said  order    *    *    *. 

In  this  case  the  appellants  saw  fit  to  file  a  declaration  in  the  claim 
which  contained  a  power  of  attorney  in  their  favor.  It  was  not  neces- 
sary for  the  purposes  of  the  claim  that  the  declaration  should  be  exe- 
cuted by  the  claimant  before  any  officer.  A  proper  execution  of  the 
declaration  would  serve  merely  to  validate  the  power  of  attorney.  It 
can  not  be  reasonably  maintained  that  the  Government  should  be 
burdened  with  the  inspection  of  powers  of  attorney  with  the  view  of 
conserving  the  interests  of  attorneys  named  therein.  From  appellants' 
statement  it  appears  that  the  execution  of  powei's  of  attorney  when 
contained  in  declarations  is  at  the  expense  of  the  respective  claimants, 
and  it  is  a  well-known  fact  that  attorneys  receive  fees  for  their  serv- 
ices in  pension  claims.  If  they  be  accorded  the  further  assistance  by 
the  Government  through  its  inspection  of  the  execution  of  these  decla- 
rations to  thus  ascertain  whether  they  contain  proper  evidence  of  an 
attorney's  authority  to  appear  in  a  case,  it  is  quite  manifest  that  how 
ever  careless  attorneys  may  be  in  filing  evidence  of  their  authority  to 
prosecute  a  claim,  no  fault  that  they  may  commit  costs  them  either 
money  or  inconvenience. 

Though  the  Bureau  inspects  powers  of  attorney  to  ascertain  the 
validity  of  their  execution,  it  is  not  for  the  purpose  of  conserving  the 
interests  of  attorneys,  but  to  satisfy  the  Bureau  of  the  propriety  of 
recognizing  an  attorney  in  a  particular  case.  It  is  true  that  upon 
discovering  any  defect  in  a  power  the  attorney  is  at  once  notified;  this 
act  is  not  one  of  right  to  [which  the  attorney  is  entitled,  but  one  of 
grace  on  the  part  of  the  Bureau. 

It  is  quite  clear  that  there  are  many  safeguards  in  the  practice  that, 
while  facilitating  the  work  of  the  Bureau  in  claims  for  pension  on  the 
merits,  serve  to  call  attention  to  errors  made  in  contracts  between 
claimants  and  attorneys  which,  if  permitted  to  exist,  would  deprive 
the  latter  of  compensation  The  Bureau  notifies  the  attorney  of  the 
error,  thus  affording  him  an  opportunity  to  take  steps  in  time  to  pro- 
tect his  rights;  but  this  is  merely  an  incident  to  the  practice.  If  an 
attorney  relies  upon  the  Bureau  to  discover  these  errors  and  they  are 
overlooked,  or  it  happens  that  through  some  oversight  an  attorney  is 
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not  accorded  an  opportunity  to  remedy  a  defect  when  discovered  by  the 
Bureau,  then  he  has  no  redress.  If  the  evidence  is  not  on  file  showing 
his  authority  to  prosecute  the  claim,  he  has  no  rights. in  the  case. 

Nor  is  it  thought  best  at  this  date  to  lay  down  any  new  rule  modi- 
fying a  practice  which,  upon  investigation,  can  be  and  has  been  the 
subject  of  so  little  complaint,  and  is  fraught  with  so  little  inconven- 
ience to  attorneys.  The  objections  urged  by  attorneys  to  the  practice 
are  clearly  due  to  their  negligence  or  oversight,  and  no  other  pretext 
or  excuse  is  offered  in  support  thereof.  The  practice  that  has  pre- 
vailed for  the  last  ten  years,  and  so  far  as  learned  for  the  ten  years 
immediately  prior,  should  not  be  subverted  for  the  purpose  of  obvi- 
ating the  consequences  of  the  failure  of  ah  attorney  to  file  proper 
evidence  of  his  authority  to  prosecute  a  case  while  the  same  is  pending 
in  the  Bureau,  and  this  failure  wholly  due  to  the  carelessness  of  the 
attorney.  For  the  foregoing  reasons  the  action  of  the  Bureau  is 
affirmed. 


I>EPEXI>E»^CE-ACrr  JXJUTE  27,  1890,  AJTD  MAY  0,  lOOO— CONSTRUCTION— 

RETKOACrrrVE  LEGISLATION. 

Ehma  J.  Hallett  (widow). 

The  ai't  of  May  9,  1900,  amending  sections  2  and  3  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  has 
no  retroactive  effect  or  operation  whatever,  and  a  pension  allowed  to  a  widow 
under  the  provisions  of  said  amendatory  act  can  commence  only  from  the  date  of 
filing  her  application  therefor  subsequent  to  the  date  of  its  approval. 

It  appearing  that  this  appellant  was  in  receipt  of  an  annual  income,  from  all  sources 
other  than  her  daily  labor,  of  at  least  $150,  her  original  application  for  x)ension 
under  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  filed  prior  to  the  passage  of 
the  act  of  May  9,  1900,  was  properly  rejected  upon  the  ground  that  she  was  not 
without  other  means  of  support  than  her  daily  labor  within  the  meaning  and 
intent  of  said  section. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L,  Camj^ell  to  tlie  Corrimissioner  of  Pensions^ 

N(memler  17,  1902. 

Emma  J.  Hallett  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  on  August  10, 1895, 
an  application  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  third  section  of 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  widow  of  Warren  Hallett,  late  a  captain 
of  Company  I,  Thirteenth  New  York  Volunteer  Heavy  Artillery, 
alleging  therein  that  said  officer  had  served  for  ninety  daj^s  and  more 
in  the  Army  of  the  United  States  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  had 
been  honorably  discharged  from  said  service,  and  had  died  on  July  20, 
1895,  leaving  her  as  his  lawful  widow  surviving  without  other  means 
of  support  than  her  daily  labor. 

This  application  for  widow's  pension  was  rejected  on  August  25, 
1898,  upon  the  ground  that  said  widow  was  not  without  other  means 
of  support  than  her  daily  labor,  within  the  meaning  and  intent  of  said 
section.    From  this  action  appeal  was  taken  on  October  18,  1898. 
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Pending  a  decision  of  this  Department  on  said  appeal,  the  widow 
filed  on  May  26,  1900,  an  application  for  pension  under  the  third  sec- 
tion of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  May  9, 1900, 
which  was  approved  for  admission  on  July  31,  1900,  and  pension 
allowed  her  thereunder  from  the  date  of  filing  said  application,  May 
26,  1900. 

From  this  action  an  appeal  was  also  taken,  on  September  8, 1900,  in 
which  it  is  contended  as  follows: 

1.  Error  of  law  on  the  part  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  in  the  failure  to  grant 
to  ap])ellant  pension  from  tlie  date  of  the  filing  of  her  first  application. 

2.  Error  of  fact,  in  holding  that  the  act  of  May  9,  1900,  either  in  intent  or  con- 
struction, gives  warrant  for  the  denial  of  pension  to  a  widow  applicant,  who  has 
previously  made  application  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  from  the 
date  of  the  filing  of  her  first  application  therefor. 

In  a  communication  to  this  Department,  under  date  of  April  9, 1901, 
the  attorneys  of  the  appellant  request  that  the  case  be  considered  and 
determined  upon  the  questions  and  issue  presented  by  the  second 
appeal. 

The  contention  of  this  appeal  raises  the  question  of  the  nature  and 
efEcct  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  May  9,  1900,  amending  sections 
2  and  3,  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

Said  act  reads,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives  of  the  Imiled  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled ^  That  sections  two  and  three  of  an  act  entitled  **An 
act  granting  pensions  to  soldiers  and  sailors  who  arc  incapacitated  for  the  perform- 
ance of  manual  labor,  and  providing  for  pensions  to  widows,  minor  children,  and 
dependent  parents, ''  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby,  amended  so  as  to  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  2.  That  all  persons  who  serv-ed  ninety  days  or  more  in  the  military  or  naval 
service  of  the  Unite<i  States  during  the  late  war  of  the  rebellion  and  who  have  been 
honorably  discharged  therefrom,  and  who  are  now  or  who  may  hereafter  be  suffer- 
ing from  any  mental  or  physical  disability  or  disabilities  of  a  permanent  character, 
not  the  result  of  their  own  vicious  habits,  which  so  incapacitates  them  from  the  per- 
formance of  manual  labor  as  to  render  them  unable  to  earn  a  support,  shall  upon 
making  due  proof  of  the  fact,  according  to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  may  provide,  l^e  placed  upon  the  list  of  invalid  pensioners  of  the 
United  States,  and  be  entitled  to  rec*eive  a  jMjnsion  not  exceeding  twelve  dollars  per 
month  and  not  less  than  six  dollars  per  month,  proportioned  to  the  degree  of  inabil- 
ity to  earn  a  support;  and  in  determining  such  inability  each  and  every  infirmity 
shall  be  duly  considered,  and  the  aggregate  of  the  disabilities  shown  be  rated,  and 
such  j)ension  shall  commence  from  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  application  in  the 
Bureau  of  Pensions,  after  the  passage  of  this  act,  upon  proof  that  the  disability  or 
disabilities  then  existed  and  shall  continue  during  the  existence  of  the  same:  Pro- 
vided, That  persons  who  are  now  receiving  pensions  under  existing  laws,  or  whose 
claims  are  pending  in  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  may,  by  application  to  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Pensions,  in  such  form  as  he  may  prescribe,  showing  themselves  entitled 
thereto,  receive  the  benefits  of  this  act;  and  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  so 
construed  as  to  prevent  any  pensioner  thereunder  from  prosecuting  his  claim  and 
receiving  his  pension  under  any  other  general  or  special  act:  Provided  hoivever,  That 
no  person  shall  receive  more  than  one  pension  for  the  same  period:  And  provided 
further^  That  rank  in  the  service  shall  not  be  considered  in  applications  filed  under 
this  act. 
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8bc.  3.  That  if  any  officer  or  enlisted  man  who  served  ninety  days  or  more  in  the 
Army  or  Navy  of  the  United  States  daring  the  late  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  who 
was  honorably  discharged  has  died,  or  shall  hereafter  die,  leavmg  a  widow  without 
means  of  support  other  than  her  daily  labor,  and  an  actual  net  income  not  exceedmg 
two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  per  year,  or  minor  children  under  the  age  of  sixteen 
years,  such  widow  shall,  upon  due  proof  of  her  husband's  death,  without  proving 
his  death  to  be  the  result  of  his  army  service,  be  placed  on  the  pension  rolls  from 
the  date  of  the  application  therefor  under  this  act,  at  the  rate  of  eight  dollars  per 
month  during  her  widowhood,  and  shall  also  be  paid  two  dollars  per  month  for  each 
child  of  such  officer  or  enlisted  man  under  sixteen  years  of  age;  and  in  case  of  the 
death  or  remarriage  of  the  widow,  leaving  a  child  or  children  of  such  officer  or 
enlisted  man  under  the  age  of  sixteen  years,  such  pension  shall  be  paid  such  child 
or  chOdren  until  the  age  of  sixteen:  Provided^  That  in  case  a  minor  child  is  insane, 
idiotic,  or  otherwise  physically  or  mentally  helpless,  the  pension  shall  continue 
during  the  life  of  said  child,  or  during  the  period  of  such  disability;  and  this  proviso 
shall  apply  to  all  pensions  heretofore  granted  or  hereafter  to  be  granted  under  this 
or  any  former  statute;  and  such  pensions  shall  commence  from  the  date  of  applica- 
tion therefor  after  the  passage  of  this  act:  And  provided  further  ^  That  said  widow 
shall  have  married  said  soldier  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  said  act  of  June  twenty- 
seventhf  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety. 

Approved  May  9,  1900. 

The  contention  of  the  appellant  rests  upon  the  implication  that  the 
provisions  of  the  foregoing  aict  are  purely  explanatory  or  expository 
in  their  nature;  that  their  effect  was  merely  to  construe  the  existing 
provisions  of  sections  2  and  3  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  hence 
were  applicable  retrospectively,  to  all  claims  that  had  been  theretofore 
filed  and  adjudicated  under  said  sections  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
as  well  as  prospectively,  to  all  claims  thereafter  filed  under  said  sec- 
tions as  amended  by  the  act  of  May  9,  1900. 

That  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  May  9, 1900,  were  not  of  this  char- 
acter, but  werfe  strictly  amendatory  in  their  nature,  is  very  clearly 
apparent  from  the  language  of  said  act  itself.  The  preamble  to  the 
act  of  May  9,  1900,  provides  as  follows: 

Tliat  sections  two  and  three  of  an  act  entitled  "An  act  granting  pensions  to  soldiers 
and  sailors  who  are  incapacitated  for  the  performance  of  manual  labor,  and  provid- 
ing for  pensions  to  widows,  minor  children,  and  dependent  parents,''  be,  and  the 
same  are  hereby,  amended  so  as  to  read  as  follows. 

In  the  third  section,  with  which  we  are  immediately  concerned,  new 
pensionable  conditions  were  introduced,  and  a  new  class  of  benefici- 
aries was  created  by  the  act  of  May  9,  1900.  Under  the  third  section 
of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  only  the  widow  who  was  "  without  other 
means  of  support  than  her  daily  labor"  was  entitled  to  its  benefits. 
Said  section  as  amended  by  the  act  of  May  9, 1900,  provides  a  pension 
for  a  widow  who  is  "  without  means  of  support  other  than  her  daily 
labor,  and  an  actual  net  income  not  exceeding  two  hundred  and  fifty 
dollars  per  year,"  the  clause  ''  and  an  actual  net  income  not  exceeding 
two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  per  year"  being  then  for  the  first  time 
incorporated  in  the  law. 
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It  is  true,  that  the  provisions  of  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June 
27, 1890,  not  changed  or  amended,  were  repeated  in  said  section  as  it 
appears  in  the  act  of  May  9,  1900,  but  such  provisions,  in  so  far  as 
they  relate  and  are  applicable  to  the  amended  portions,  derive  all  their 
force  and  vitality  from  the  amendatory  and  not  from  the  original  or 
amended  act. 

The  rule  with  regard  to  the  construction  of  amendatory  acts  of  the 
character  of  the  act  of  May  9,  1900,  is  very  clearly  and  well  stated  in 
Sutherland  on  Statutory  Construction,  paragraph  133,  as  follows: 

So  far  as  the  section  is  changed,  it  must  receive  a  new  operation,  but  so  far  as  it  is 
not  changed,  it  would  be  dangerous  to  hold  that  the  mere  nominal  reenactment 
should  have  the  effect  of  disturbing  the  whole  body  of  statutes  in  pari  materia  which 
had  been  passed  since  the  first  enactment.  There  must  be  something  in  the  nature 
of  the  new  legislation  to  show  such  an  intent  with  reasonable  clearness  before  an 
■implied  repeal  can  be  recognized.  The  amendment  operates  to  repeal  all  of  the  sec- 
tion amended  not  embraced  in  the  amended  form.  The  i>ortionB  of  the  amended 
sections,  which  are  merely  copied  without  change,  are  not  to  be  considered  as 
repealed  and  again  enacted,  but  to  have  been  the  law  all  along;  and  the  new  parts 
or  the  changed  portions  are  not  to  be  taken  to  have  been  the  law  at  any  time  prior 
to  the  passage  of  the  amended  act.  The  change  takes  effect  prospectively  according 
to  the  general  rule.  But  all  the  provisions  of  the  prior  law  amended,  which  con- 
tinue in  force  after  the  amendatory  act,  derive  their  force  thereafter  not  from  the 
original,  but  the  amendatory  act 

See  also  United  States  v.  Banlett  (172  U.  S.  133);  United  States  v. 
aaflin  (97  U.  S.,  546);  Red  Rock  v.  Henry  (106  U.  S.,  596);  Canajo- 
harie  National  Bank  v.  Board  of  Supervisors  of  Montgomery  County, 
(67  N.  Y.,  109);  and  Ely  v.  Holton  (15  N.  Y.,  595),  wherein  practically 
the  same  rule  was  laid  down  and  enforced. 

If,  then,  the  portions  of  the  third  section  of  the  a,pt  of  June  27, 
1890,  which  were  changed  and  amended  by  the  act  of  May  9,  1900, 
take  effect  and  operate  only  prospectively  in  accordance  with  the  fore- 
going rule,  it  follows  conclusively  that  a  widow  who  was  not  entitled 
to  a  pension  under  the  provisions  of  said  section  prior  to  its  amend- 
ment would  have  no  title  to  pension  under  said  section  as  amended 
prior  to  May  9,  1900.  Since,  by  the  express  tenns  of  the  act,  her 
pension  must  commence  from  date  of  filing  application,  it  necessarily 
must  be  from  the  date  of  filing  an  application  subsequent  to  May  9, 1900. 

The  provisions  of  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as 
amended  by  the  act  of  May  9,  1900,  could  only  have  a  retrospective 
operation  in  the  event  that  the  intent  of  Congress  that  they  should 
have  this  effect  had  been  plainly  and  unequivocally  expressed  in  the 
act  itself.  It  is  an  axiomatic  rule  of  construction  that  words  in  a 
statute  can  not  be  construed  to  have  a  retrospective  operation,  unless 
they  are  so  clear,  unequivocal,  and  imperative  that  no  other  meaning 
can  be  attached  to  them,  or  unless  the  intention  of  the  legislature  can 
not  be  otherwise  accomplished. 
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See  United  States  v.  Heatb  (3  Cranch,  398);  McEwen  v.  Den  (24 
How.,  242);  Shon  v.  Waterson  (17  Wall.,  596);  Twenty  percent  cases 
(20  Wall.,  179-197,  and  note);  Cooley's  Const.  Lim.,  5th  ed.,  pp.  76 
and  note  1-456  and  note  2;  Sutherland  on  Stat.  Const.,  par.  406. 

There  is  absolutely  nothing  in  the  language  of  the  act  of  May  9, 
1900,  or  in  the  wording  of  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  as  amended  by  it,  indicating  an  intent  to  give  any  provision 
therein  contained  a  retrospective  or  retroactive  effect  or  operation. 
On  the  contrary,  the  language  used  plainly  and  expressly  indicates  an 
intent  and  purpose  on  the  part  of  Congress  that  said  act  should  have 
only  a  prospective  operation.  The  act  unequivocally  speaks  only 
from  the  date  of  its  approval  by  the  President,  and  it  was  approved 
on  May  9,  1900,  and  has  no  force  or  effect  prior  to  that  date. 

Where  the  meaning  of  a  statute  is  plain,  and  its  language  unam- 
biguous, it  must  be  interpreted  and  executed  in  accordance  with  its 
obvious  terms,  and  there  is  no  occasion,  necessity,  or  room  for  impli- 
cation or  construction. 

See  United  States  v.  Wiltberger  (5  Wheat,  76);  United  States  v. 
Reese  (92  U.  S.,  214-244);  United  States  v.  Central  Pacific  B.  R.  (118 
U.  S.,  235);  Louisville  Gas  Company  v.  Citizens'  Gas  Company  (115 
U.  S.,  683;  Coosaw  Mining  Company  v.  South  Carolina  (144  U.  S., 
557);  United  States  v.  Bowen  (100  U.  S.,  508);  Yerke  v.  United  States 
(173  U.  S.,  442). 

Prior  acts  may  be  resorted  to  to  8oh)e^  but  not  to  create  an  ambiguity 
(Hamilton  v.  Rathbone,  175  U.  S.,  419). 

As  stated  by  Mr.  Justic^e  Brewer  in  United  States  v.  Goldenburg 
(168  U.  S.,  95): 

The  primary  and  general  rale  of  statutory  construction  is  the  intent  of  the  law- 
maker, to  be  found  in  the  language  that  he  has  used.  *  *  *  The  courts  have  no 
function  of  legislation.  ♦  *  *  No  mere  omission,  no  mere  failure  to  provide  for 
contingencies,  which  it  may  seem  wise  to  have  specifically  provided  for,  justify  any 
judicial  addition  to  the  language  of  the  statute. 

Furthermore,  the  rule  announced  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  in 
Wisconsin  Central  Railroad  v.  United  States  (164  U.  S.,  190),  "That 
statutes  granting  privileges  *  *  *  are  to  be  strictly  construed 
against  the  grantee'^  is  in  point.  This  rule  applies  to  the  construction 
of  pension  laws  in  ascertaining  the  class  of  beneficiaries  intended  to  be 
included  in  the  language  of  the  law,  but  when  this  fact  is  clearly  ascer- 
tained, or  plainly  designated  in  the  law,  then  a  liberal  construction 
follows  in  conferring  the  benefit  of  the  law  upon  the  persons  desig- 
nated. See  Harvey  Bowles  (10  P.  D.,  133);  John  S.  Williams  (Ibid., 
169);  John  H.  Meeker  (Ibid.,  182). 

Applying  the  foregoing  rules  of  construction  to  the  act  of  May  9, 
1900,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  language  of  said  act,  in  so  far  as  it  relates 
to  the  conditions  of  pensionable  title  of  a  widow  thereunder,  and  as  to 
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the  date  of  commencement  of  the  widow's  pension  therein  provided  is 
plain  and  unambiguous.  The  widow  plainly  designated  in  the  act 
of  May  9,  1900,  as  entitled  to  pension  thereunder,  is  the  widow  who  is 
"without  means  of  support  other  than  her  daily  labor,  and  an  actual 
net  income  not  exceeding  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  per  year;"  and 
the  act  then  provides  that  "such  widow  shall  *  *  *  be  placed  on 
the  pension  roll  from  the  date  of  the  application  therefor  under  this 
act."  That  by  the  words  "this  act"  was  meant  the  act  of  May  9, 
1900,  and  not  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  is  made  too  clear  for  contro- 
versy by  the  succeeding  language  used  in  the  second  proviso  to  the 
same  section  as  amended  by  the  act  of  May  9,  1900,  as  follows:  "And 
provided  further,  That  said  widow  shall  have  married  said  soldier 
prior  to  the  passage  of  the  said  act  of  June  27,  1890."  Here  the 
words  "said  act  of  June  27,  1890,"  are  unmistakably  used  in  contra- 
distinction to  the  words  "this  act,"  used  in  the  preceding  portion  of 
the  same  section  to  designate  the  act  of  May  9,  1900. 

This  language  would  seem  to  plainly  point  out  and  clearly  express 
the  intent  and  meaning  of  Congress  relative  to  the  date  of  the  com- 
mencement of  a  pension  allowed  to  a  widow  under  the  provisions  of 
the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  amended  by  the  act  of 
May  9,  1900. 

The  Department  is,  therefore,  of  the  opinion  that  the  act  of  May  9, 
1900,  has  no  retrospective  or  retroactive  force  or  effect  whatever,  and 
that  a  widow's  pension  allowed  under  the  provisions  of  the  third  sec- 
tion of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  amended  by  said  act  of  May  9, 
1900,  can  only  be  made  to  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  an  appli- 
cation therefor  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  approval  of  said  amend- 
atory act,  in  accordance  with  its  plain  and  unequivoc^al  provisions. 

The  action  commencing  the  pension  allowed  this  appellant  from  May 
26,  1900,  the  date  of  filing  her  application  therefor  under  the  provis- 
ions of  the  act  of  May  9,  1900,  was  without  error,  and  is  affii*med 
accordingly. 

It  appearing  from  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses  produced  by  the 
appellant  in  support  of  her  original  claim  for  pension  under  the  third 
section  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  that  she  was  in  receipt  of  an  annual 
income,  from  all  sources  other  than  her  daily  labor,  of  at  least  $150, 
she  was  clearly  not  without  other  means  of  support  than  hor  daily 
labor,  within  the  meaning  and  intent  of  said  section  prior  to  its  amend- 
ment by  the  act  of  May  9,  1900,  and  the  action  of  August  25,  1898, 
rejecting  said  claim,  was  without  error,  and  is  also  affirmed. 
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FEB-OBDBB  864— lilMITATION— NOTICB. 

Mabt  a.  Goodman  (claimant). 
MiLO  B.  Stevens  &  Co.  (attohnets). 

When  in  a  daim  certificate  iflsnes  to  allow  pension  prior  to  January  16,  1898,  the 
date  of  the  promulgation  of  order  354  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  and  more 
than  three  years  have  elapsed  from  said  date  before  an  attorney  for  the  first  time 
since  the  allowance  of  the  claim  directs  the  attention  of  the  Bureau  by  calls  for 
status  or  other  method  to  the  consideration  of  his  title  to  fee  on  said  issue,  the 
Bureau,  cinder  said  order,  may  properly  refuse  to  consider  his  title  thereto. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L.  Carajpbdl  to  the  OoTnrnissioner  of  Pensions^ 

November  25,  1902. 

Mflo  B.  Stevens  &  Co.,  of  Washin^on,  D.  C,  on  August  28,  1902, 
entered  an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  denying  them  a  fee 
on  the  is^ue  of  September  19, 1896,  in  the  claim  for  pension,  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  of  Mary  A.  Goodman,  as  widow  of  Arthur 
Goodman,  who  served  in  Company  C,  Seventeenth  Kentucky  Volun- 
teer Infantry. 

In  behalf  of  the  claimant,  on  July  17, 1893,  A.  M.  Taylor,  of  Caney- 
ville,  Ky.,  filed  a  declaration  for  a  widow's  pension  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  and  filed  evidence  during  the  years  1895  and  1896  in 
response  to  calls  of  the  Bureau. 

The  appellants,  September  22,  1893,  filed  another  declaration  in  the 
claim,  which  contained  a  power  of  attorney  in  their  favor.  They 
called  up  the  case  May  19  and  June  16,  1894,  and  filed  evidence  on 
February  8  and  March  5,  1895.  The  next  action  taken  by  them  was 
on  May  13,  1902,  when  they  requested  status. 

Certificate  issued  September  19,  1896,  to  allow  pension  in  the  claim 
from  date  of  filing  declaration  by  Mr.  Taylor.  On  said  issue  no  fee 
was  certified  to  Messrs.  Stevens  &  Co. ;  hence  this  appeal. 

As  no  document  was  found  in  the  case  emanating  from  the  appellants 
from  the  time  of  the  issue,  September  19,  1896,  of  certificate  to  allow 
pension  until  the  lapse  of  three  years  from  the  promulgation,  January 
15,  1898,  of  order  354  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  the  Bureau 
declined  to  consider  their  title  to  a  fee  on  said  issue. 

Order  354  reads  as  follows: 

Hereafter  (January  15,  1898)  requests  of  attorneys  for  consideration  of  title  to  fees 
will  not  be  entertained  unless  filed  in  this  Bureau  within  three  years  from  the  date 
of  the  issue  upon  which  such  fees  are  claimed. 

Said  order  is  in  limitation  of  a  right.  As  a  prospective  measure 
no  good  objection  can  be  assigned  on  the  ground  of  depriving  an 
attorney  of  his  rights  in  a  claim  whether  he  has  or  has  not  had 
notice  of  the  issue  of  certificate  to  allow  pension  therein,  for  by  the 
promulgation  of  said  order  he  is  notified  to  inquire  as  to  the  status  of 
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a  claim  which  he  is  prosecuting^  and  a  mere  call  for  status  would  be  a 
request  for  consideration  of  his  title  to  a  fee  in  an  admitted  claim 
when  he  had  not  been  notified  of  its  allowance  and  had  not  been  advised 
as  to  his  title  to  fee. 

Prior  to  the  promulgation  of  said  order  the  practice  was  to  consider 
an  attorney's  request  for  fee  made  at  any  time  subsequent  to  the  allow- 
ance of  a  claim  when  the  attorney  had  not  been  notified  of  such  allow- 
ftnce.  The  purpose  of  order  354  was  to  work  a  change  in  the  practice 
and  relieve  the  Bureau  of  passing  upon  an  attorney's  claim  for  fee 
unless  he  made  a  request  for  fee  within  three  years  from  the  date  of 
the  allowance  of  the  case.  As  was  held  in  substance  and  effect  in  the 
case  of  Jacob  Paul  (10  P.  D. ,  pp.  422  and  423,  text),  said  order  could  not 
properly  be  given  a  retroactive  effect,  and  therefore  the  Bureau  could 
not  decline  to  consider  an  attorney's  title  to  fee  in  a  case  where  he  had 
not  received  notice  of  its  allowance  and  had  not  filed  a  request  for  con- 
sideration of  his  title  to  fee  prior  to  the  promulgation  of  said  order, 
but  that  (syllabus) — 

Order  No.  354  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  prospective  only.  Title  to  fee 
which  had  accrued  prior  to  the  promulgation  of  said  order  can  properly  be  asserted 
at  any  time  within  three  years  from  the  promulgation  of  said  order. 

One  of  the  purposes  served  by  order  354,  and  under  the  conditions 
arising  in  this  case,  viz,  when  a  fee  has  been  paid  to  one  of  contesting 
attorneys,  is  to  confirm  to  him  his  title  to  the  fee  through  the  tacit 
acquiescence  of  other  contesting  attorneys,  in  the  action  of  the  Bureau, 
through  their  failure  for  a  period  of  three  years  from  the  allowance  of 
the  claim  to  request  consideration  of  their  title  thereto.  And  while 
it  is  true  that  they  may  not  have  had  notice  of  the  allowance  of  the 
claim  and  thus  are  without  knowledge  of  the  date  from  which  will  run 
the  limitation  upon  their  allotted  time  to  file  requests  for  considera- 
tion of  their  title  to  fees,  and  have  the  same  considered  by  the  Bureau, 
yet  it  is  manifest  if  at  intervals  of  three  years  attorneys  call  up  cases 
which  they  are  prosecuting  that  they  will  thus  preserve  their  rights. 
The  promulgation  of  said  order  Ls  sufficient  notice  for  them  to  take  such 
steps  as  will  preserve  their  rights,  and  in  the  above-mentioned  instance 
a  call  for  status  at  intervals  of  three  years  or  less  would  have  this 
effect. 

As  noted  in  the  present  case,  certificate  issued  to  allow  pension  at  a 
date  prior  to  the  promulgation  of  order  354,  and  since  the  allowance 
of  pension  the  appellants  failed  to  direct  the  attention  of  the  Bureau 
by  calls  for  status  or  other  method  to  the  claim  until  subsequently  to 
the  lapse  of  a  period  of  three  years  from  the  date  of  the  promulgation 
of  said  order.  It  is  therefore  held  that  the  Bureau  properly  declined 
to  consider  their  title  to  a  fee  on  said  issue.     Action  afBrmed. 


DBOISIOKS   BELATING   TO    PENSIONS.  89 

fee— orber  no.  364— limitation-notice. 
Hezekiah  Miller  (claimant). 

MiLO  B.  Stevens  &  Co.  (attorneys). 

When  certificate  iasues  to  allow  pension  in  a  claim  subsequently  to  the  date  of  the 
promulgation  of  order  No.  354  and  more  than  three  years  elapse  before  an  attor- 
ney interested  in  the  case  files  a  request  for  fee,  the  Bureau  may  properly  decline 
to  consider  his  title  thereto. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  Z.  Cavipbdl  to  the  Commissiojier  of  Pensions^ 

November  26,  1902. 

Milo  B.  Stevens  &  Co.,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  on  September  30, 
1902,  entered  an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the  matter 
of  fee  on  the  issue  of  January  6,  1899,  in  the  claim  for  increase  of 
pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  of  Hezekiah  Miller,  who 
served  in  Company  B,  Two  hundred  and  eighth  Pennsylvania  Volun- 
teer Infantry. 

The  soldier  was  in  receipt  of  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890, 
at  the  rate  of  16  per  month,  on  account  of  inability  to  earn  a  support 
by  manual  labor  from  disease  of  liver,  when,  in  his  own  behalf,  on 
September  26,  1892,  he  filed  a  declaration  for  increase  under  said  act, 
in  which  rheumatism  and  results  were  alleged  as  disabling  causes. 

The  appellants  on  June  25,  1897,  filed  a  power  of  attorney  in  the 
claim.  The  pensioner  was  called  upon  June  3,  1898,  by  the  Bureau 
for  his  affidavit  as  to  prior  service.  This  affidavit  was  filed  in  the 
Bureau  June  14, 1898,  and  is  indorsed  as  filed  by  George  E.  Lemon, 
of  Washington,  D.  C.  Appellants  state  that  they  filed  evidence  in  the 
case  and,  presumably,  they  relate  to  this  affidavit  as  filed  by  them. 

A  medical  examination  was  held  in  the  claim  March  17,  1897,  from 
which  date  certificate  issued  January  6,  1899,  to  allow  the  rate  of  $10 
per  month.  On  said  issue  no  fee  was  certified.  From  the  date  thereof 
no  instrument  is  found  to  have  been  filed  in  the  case  emanating  from 
the  appellants  until  May  31,  1902,  or  more  than  three  years  from  the 
date  of  said  issue.  The  Bureau  declined  to  consider  the  appellants' 
request  for  fee  under  ruling  354,  which  reads  as  follows: 

Hereafter  (January  15,  1S9S)  requests  of  attorneys  for  consideration  of  title  to  fee 
will  not  be  entertained  unless  filed  in  this  Bureau  within  three  years  from  the  date 
of  issue  upon  which  such  fees  are  claimed. 

It  was  stated  with  respect  to  said  order,  in  the  decision  of  the 
Department  in  the  case  of  Jacob  Paul  (10  P.  D.,  422  text),  in  sub- 
stance, that  as  a  prospective  measure  no  good  objection  could  be  urged 
against  it  on  the  ground  of  depriving  an  attorney  of  his  rights  in  a 
case;  for  an  attorney  is  notified  by  the  promulgation  of  the  order  to 
inquire  as  to  the  status  of  any  claim  in  which  he  is  interested;  and 
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that,  as  it  is  proposed  to  consider  calls  for  status  as  requests  for  fees, 
if  filed  subsequentl}"^  to  the  adjudication  of  a  claim,  and  the  attorney 
had  not  been  notified  of  such  allowance,  it  was  thought  that  no  hard- 
ship would  be  worked  by  the  order. 

Also,  in  the  recent  case  of  Mary  Goodman  (13  P.  D.,  37),  it  was 
further  said,  in  substance,  that  while  it  is  true  an  attorney  may  not 
have  had  notice  of  the  allowance  of  a  claim  in  which  he  is  interested, 
and  thus  is  without  knowledge  of  the  date  from  which  will  run  the 
limitation  upon  his  allotted  time  to  file  a  request  for  the  consideration 
of  his  title  to  fee  and  have  the  same  considered  by  the  Bureau,  yet  it 
is  manifest  if  at  intervals  of  three  3'ears  he  calls  up  the  case  which  he 
was  prosecuting,  that  he  will  thus  preserve  his  lights. 

In  the  last  cited  case  order  354  was  approved  by  the  Department. 
The  appellants  urge  several  objections  to  the  rule  there  laid  down,  but 
it  is  thought  that  some  limitation  as  to  time  should  be  fixed  in  which 
attorneys  are  to  present  their  requests  for  fees.  The  appellants  are 
of  the  opinion  that  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  without  authority 
to  issue  an  order  of  the  purport  of  order  354.  The  order  relates  to, 
and  regulates,  the  practice  in  the  business  of  the  Bureau  of  which  he 
is  the  head,  and  it  is  thought  that  he  is  clothed  with  power  to  lay  down 
rules  for  the  regulation  of  such  business.  As  has  been  shown,  ample 
and  reasonable  time  is  afforded  attorneys  in  which  to  present  their 
claims  for  fees,  and  it  is  not  perceived  wherein  said  order  works  any 
hardship.  Accordingly,  it  is  held  that  where  certificate  issues  to 
allow  pension  in  a  claim  subsequently  to  the  date  of  the  promulgation 
of  order  354,  and  more  than  three  years  elapse  before  an  attorney 
interested  in  the  case  files  a  request  for  fee,  the  Bureau  may  properly 
decline  to  consider  his  title  thereto.     Action  affirmed. 


-    pbacncgb— appeax«-di8mt88at*s. 
Nancy  Ritteb  v.  Abraham  Ritteb. 

Pensioner's  contention  that  claimant  was  not  in  necessitous  circumstances  having 
been  conceded  by  the  Bureau  after  special  examination,  the  appeal  is  dismiased. 

Claimant  is  entitled  to  thirty  days  from  receipt  of  a  copy  of  this  order  in  which  to 
appeal  from  the  last  Bureau  action. 

AjBsistant  Secreta/ry  JF,  L.  Campbell  to  the  CormniMianer  of  PensionSy 

Novemher  ^5,  1902. 

Abraham  Ritter,  a  pensioner  at  $6  per  month  under  certificate  No. 
970356,  appealed  June  26,  1900,  from  the  Bureau  action  of  June  1, 
1900,  allowing  the  claim  of  his  wife  Nancy,  filed  March  6, 1900,  for 
one- half  his  pension,  contending  that  she  was  not  in  necessitous 
circumstances. 
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The  appeal  having  been  perfected  August  2,  1902,  as  required  by 
Rule  14  of  Practice,  was  considered  in  part  August  13, 1902,  when,  in 
view  of  the  conflicting  and  unsatisfactoiy  character  of  the  ex-parte 
testimony  in  the  case,  a  special  examination  was  ordered. 

The  case  was  returned  October  22,  1902,  with  Bureau  report  of 
October  17,  3902,  wherein  it  is  stated  that  "after  a  careful  considera- 
tion of  the  testimony  taken  in  the  special  examination,  the  appeal  of 
the  soldier  was  sustained  and  the  name  of  the  claimant  is  dropped 
from  the  rolls." 

Pensioner's  contention  that  claimant  was  not  in  necessitous  circum- 
stances having  been  conceded  by  the  Bureau  after  special  examination, 
the  appeal  is  dismissed,  and  the  papers  in  the  case  are  herewith 
returned. 

Claimant  will  be  entitled  to  thirty  days  from  receipt  of  a  copy  of 
this  dismissal  in  which  to  appeal  from  the  Bureau  action  of  October 
17,  1902,  as  provided  in  Rule  16  of  Practice,  during  which  period 
suspension  of  payment  of  the  one-half  of  the  pension  in  controversy 
will  be  continued. 


SlUiViCJfi--ENLiI9rMK17T--MT7STEBn-BBCilUlT. 

Samuel  Whitehebse. 

Claimant,  while  receiving  a  pension  of  $2  per  month  onder  the  general  law,  was 
dropped  from  the  rolls  February  18,  1895,  on  the  ground  that  the  records  of  the 
War  Department  fail  to  show  he  was  ever  in  the  service  of  the  United  States. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  he  was  discharged  the  service  as  an  unas- 
signed  recruit  of  the  Thirty-third  Regiment  Ohio  Volunteer  Infantry,  upon  a 
certificate  of  disabiUty  for  dischai^e  from  the  General  Hospital  at  camp  Denison, 
Ohio,  which  recited,  among  other  things,  that  he  was  enlisted  in  the  service  to 
serve  for  three  years,  the  certificate  being  in  due  form.  They  also  show  that  he 
received  pay  upon  his  final  statement  at  discharge  for  a  period  of  two  months 
and  seventeen  days. 

Hdd:  That  the  records  of  the  War  Department  sufi^ciently  show  claimant  was  in  the 
military  service  of  the  United  States,  has  a  pensionable  status,  and  is  entitled  to 
be  restored  to  the  rolls. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L.  Cam/pbdl  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

November  ^5,  190^. 

Samuel  Whiteherse,  late  a  recruit,  unassigned,  Thirty-third  Begi- 
ment  Ohio  Volunteer  Infantry,  while  receiving  a  pension  of  $2  per 
month,  under  the  general  law,  for  rheumatism,  was  dropped  from  the 
rolls  February  18,  1896,  in  the  following  stated  language: 

Approved  for  dropping  for  rheumatism.  The  records  of  the  War  Department  &il 
to  show  that  claimant  ever  was  in  the  service  of  the  United  States. 

October  10,  1896,  he  filed  his  deolamtion  claiming  restoration  and 
additional  pension  for  disease  oi  stomach  and  bowels  and  resulting 
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rectal  trouble,  the  result  of  diarrhea,  and  disease  of  eyes,  ears,  catarrh 
of  head  and  throat,  result  of  measles,  contracted  while  in  the  service 
in  December,  1862,  and  January,  1863,  which  was  rejected  June  5, 
1896,  in  the  following  stated  language: 

Approved  for  rejection  of  restoration  for  rheumatism  on  the  ground  that  the 
records  of  the  War  Department  fail  to  show  claimant's  service  as  of  the  Thirty- 
third  Ohio  Volunteer  Infantry.  Reject  chronic  diarrhea  and  results  and  catarrh 
and  results  (new)  on  same  grounds. 

March  9,  1899,  he  filed  his  claim  for  restoration  under  the  general 
law  and  settlement  of  his  claim  for  increase,  and  of  his  claim  filed 
October  10,  1896,  and  rejected  June  6,  1896,  as  above  set  forth. 

This  claim  was  rejected  June  11,  1900,  in  the  following  stated  lan- 
guage: 

Approved  for  rejection  of  claim  for  restoration  for  rheumatism  under  the  general 
law  on  the  ground  that  the  War  Department  declines  to  recognize  claimant's  alleged 
service  as  of  the  Thirty-third  Ohio  Volunteer  Infantry,  there  being  no  record  of 
enhstment  or  muster  in  as  of  said  organization. 

From  this  action  claimant  appealed  July  14,  1900,  contending  that 
he  was  entitled  to  have  his  pension  restored  under  the  general  law,  as 
he  enlisted  October  6,  1862,  and  was  honorably  discharged  the  service 
February  20, 1863,  upon  certificate  of  disability  for  diseases  contracted 
while  in  said  service  as  a  member  of  the  Thirty -third  Ohio  Volunteer 
Infantry. 

In  reply  to  a  communication  addressed  by  the  Commissioner  of 
Pensions  to  the  Adjutant-General  U.  S.  Army,  requesting  a  report 
of  service  and  disability  of  soldier,  is  found  the  following,  dated 
November  2,  1882: 

In  the  case  of  Samuel  Wliiteherse,  certificate  of  disability  upon  which  dischai^ged 
at  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  February  20,  1863,  shows  Samuel  Whiteherse  enlisted  by  Lieu- 
tenant Nixon,  same  regiment,  at  Kenton,  Ohio,  October  6,  1862,  to  serve  three  years. 
It  does  not  appear  that  he  ever  joined  the  regiment.  His  name  is  not  borne  upon 
the  rolls  of  the  regiment. 

Upon  request  for  report  of  hospital  treatment,  as  shown  by  the 
official  records,  the  Assistant  Surgeon-General,  U.  S.  Army,  under 
date  of  December  7,  1882,  furnished  the  following: 

Private  Samuel  Whitehouse  or  Whiteherst,  Company  K,  Thirty-third  Ohio  Vol- 
unteers, was  admitted  to  General  Hospital,  Camp  Benison,  Ohio,  December  3,  1862, 
with  rheumatism,  and  discharged  the  service  February  20,  1863. 

A  communication  from  the  War  Department  dated  November  10, 
1894,  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  contains  the  following: 

No  record  of  the  enlistment,  muster  in,  or  service  of  Samuel  Whitehouse  (?)  has 
been  found. 

A  certificate  of  disability  on  file  in  this  office  shows  him  dischaiiged  February  20, 
1863,  at  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  an  unassigned  recruit  of  the  Thirty-third  Ohio  Infantry. 
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A  report  from  the  Auditor  of  the  War  Department,  dated  January 
0,  1898,  shows  the  following: 

Ramuel  Whiteherae,  late  recruit  Thirty-third  Ohio  Volunteers,  was  paid  from 
December  3,  1862,  to  February  20,  1863  (two  months  seventeen  days),  on  Form  5. 
Final  statement,  dated  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  February  20,  1863,  reports  that  soldier  ''is 
to  l)e  paid  from  entrance  into  hospital,  December  3,  1862,  under  General  Oniers, 
No.  o6  and  No.  65,  series  of  1862,  War  Department."  Date  of  enrollment  is  given  as 
OtHober  6,  1862,  but  no  jiayment  is  found  of  record  from  that  date  to  December  3, 
1862. 

The  certific-ate  of  disability  for  discharge  on  file  in  this  case  is  in  the 
regular  form  giving  a  personal  description  of  soldier,  etc.,  and,  among 
other  things,  reciting  that: 

Recruit  Samuel  Whiteherse,  of  Captain  Nixon's  company  of  the  Thirty-third  Ohio 
Regiment  of  United  States  Ohio  Volunteer  Infantry,  was  enligted  by  Lieutenant 
Nixon,  of  the  Thirty-third  Regiment  of  Ohio  Volunteer  Infantry,  at  Kenton,  Ohio, 
on  the  6th  day  of  October,  1862,  to  serve  three  years.  ♦  ♦  ♦  Entered  this 
boepital  December  3,  1862,  disease,  inflammatory  rheumatism,  sinci^  which  time  he 
has  had  an  attack  of  acute  pneumonia  terminating  in  hepatization  of  the  right  lung. 
Disease  originated  since  etilUtment,    *    ♦    ♦ 

In  order  to  determine  whether  or  not  claimant  was  entitled  to  have 
his  pension  restored  under  the  general  law  from  February  18,  1895, 
the  date  of  his  being  dropped  from  the  rolls,  one  question  alone  is 
involved:  Was  the  claimant,  during  the  service  alleged,  an  "enlisted 
man '^  in  the  military  service  within  the  meaning  of  the  first  paragraph 
of  section  46i)3,  Revised  Statutes? 

Enlistment  is  the  act  of  making  a  contract  to  serve  the  Government 
in  a  subordinate  capacity,  either  in  the  Army  or  Navy. 

Under  the  record  recitals  of  the  War  Department  undoubtedly 
soldier  had  entei'ed  into  such  a  contract,  which  was  ratified  by  the 
United  States.  The  certificate  of  disability  for  discharge  recites  that 
he  was  an  unassigned  recruit  of  the  Thirty-third  Regiment  Ohio  Vol- 
unteer Infantiy;  that  he  was  enlisted  by  Lieutenant  Nixon,  of  the 
Thirty-third  Regiment  Ohio  Volunteer  Infantry,  at  Kenton,  Ohio, 
October  (],  1862,  to  serve  three  years. 

The  record  further  shows  he  was  paid  as  a  recruit  of  the  Thirty-third 
Regiment  Ohio  Volunteer  Infantry  from  December  3,  18(52,  to  Feb- 
ruary 20,  1863,  on  final  statement,  and  on  the  last-named  date  was 
discharged  the  service  Jis  an  unassigned  recruit  of  said  regiment  on  a 
certificate  of  disability  for  diseases  contracted  since  x^nlistment. 

Section  233  of  the  Anny  Regulations  provides: 

No  enlisted  man  shall  be  discharge*!  Injfore  the  expiration  of  his  term,  except  (1) 
by  order  of  the  President  or  Secretary  of  War  or  of  the  commanding  officer  of  a 
department;  (2)  by  sentence  of  a  general  court-martial;  (3)  on  certificate  of  disability 
by  the  commander  of  a  geographical  de}>artment  or  an  army  in  the  field.    *    *    * 

Sections  245  and  246,  Army  Regulations,  provide  as  to  how  and 
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under  what  circumstances  a  certificate  of  disability  for  discharge  shall 
be  issued. 
Sec  ion  199,  Army  Regulations,  provides  as  follows: 

Justice  to  ealisted  men  who  are  separated  from  their  company  requires  that  they 
have  with  them  descriptive  lists  showing  the  pay  due  them,  their  clothing  accounts, 
and  every  information  that  would  be  required  in  settling  with  the  Government 
should  they  \ye  discharged.    ♦    *    * 

Section  2303,  Army  Regulations,  provides: 

When  a  soldier  in  hospital  is  detached  from  his  company  so  as  not  to  be  mustered 
with  it  for  pay,  his  company  commander  shall  certify  and  promptly  send  to  the 
hospital  his  descriptive  list  and  account  of  pay  and  clothing,  containing  all  necessary 
information  relating  to  his  accounts  with  the  United  States,  on  which  the  surgeon 
shall  enter  all  payments,  stoppages,  and  issues  of  clothing  to  him  in  hospital.  *  *  * 
If  he  be  discharged  from  the  service  in  hospital,  the  surgeon  shall  make  out  his  final 
statements  for  pay  and  clothing,  and  shall  in  all  cases  promptly  notify  the  Adjutant- 
General  and  the  company  commander  of  the  date,  place,  and  cause  of  such  dischai^ge. 

When  an  applicant  for  enlistment  presents  himself  to  a  recruiting 
oflScer,  said  officer  explains  to  him  the  nature  of  the  service,  length  of 
term,  the  pay,  clothing,  etc.,  and  after  so  explaining  to  said  applicant, 
and  before  the  enlistment  blank  is  filled  up,  he  requires  him  to  sign  a 
declaration  to  be  appended  to  each  copy  of  his  enlistment,  the  form  of 
which  is  provided  by  section  764,  Army  Regulations,  after  which  he 
is  examined  by  the  medical  and  recruiting  officer,  and  if  accepted  the 
forty-seventh  and  one  hundred  and  third  articles  of  war  are  read  to 
him,  and  not  exceeding  six  days'  time  given  him  to  consider  the  sub- 
ject, and  if  he  still  desires  to  enlist  he  signs  the  enlistment  contract 
and  oath  attached,  which  is  administered  to  him  by  the  recruiting 
officer,  and  from  that  moment  he  is  an  enlisted  man  in  the  military 
service  of  the  United  States  and  subject  to  orders  and  to  punishment 
for  disobedience  of  same.  The  recruiting  officer,  if  recruiting  for  a 
regiment,  makes  out  descriptive  cards  assigning  him  to  the  regiment, 
one  of  which  is  forwarded  to  the  officer  in  command  of  the  regiment 
or  the  temporar}^  rendezvous  to  which  soldier  is  sent,  where  he  is 
received,  instructed,  ana  performs  the  duties  required  of  a  soldier. 
This  descriptive  c^ird  forms  the  basis  of  his  military  record.  If  the 
soldier  should  be  taken  sick  after  his  arrival  and  report  to  the  com- 
manding officer  of  the  regiment  or  rendezvous  and  be  ordered  to  a 
general  hospital  for  treatment,  then  his  descriptive  list,  as  prescribed 
by  section  199,  Army  Regulations,  would  be  sent  to  the  commanding 
officer  of  such  hospital,  and  it  is  from  this  record  that  the  command- 
ing officer  of  such  hospital  is  enabled  to  make  out  his  final  statement 
for  pay  and  his  description  required  in  the  certificate  of  disability  for 
discharge.  Without  this  record  no  soldier  could  be  discharged  while 
away  from  his  regiment,  nor  could  he  receive  hLs  pay,  nor  could  he 
ever  be  discharged  from  the  military  service  of  the  United  States  if 
he  was  not  in  the  service.     Claimant,  in  his  statement,  says: 
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I  enlieted  October  6,  1862,  at  Kenton,  Ohio,  and  never  got  to  the  regiment.  I  waa 
sent  to  Camp  Denison,  Ohio,  within  a  day  or  two,  and  wa«  there  discharged  on 
February  20,  1863,  for  disability  resulting  from  sickness  I  had  there.  I  was  in  the 
liarracks  of  said  camp  for  nix  or  eight  weeks,  and  answered  mW  call  for  al)out  two 
months,  until  I  got  sick.  I  did  guard  duty  around  camp.  There  was  a  great  lot  of 
rei^ruits  there.  I  took  sick  and  went  to  sick  c^ll,  and  then  I  got  so  l>ad  T  was  taken 
to  the  general  hospital  swung  in  a  blanket  carried  by  four  men,  where  I  remained 
uatil  dischai^ged. 

Under  the  circumstances  in  this  case  it  would  l)e  unreasonable  to 
conclude  that  this  claimant  was  not  an  enlisted  man  of  the  Thirty-third 
Regiment  of  Ohio  Volunteer  Infantry.  To  so  hold  would  be  to  say 
that  th(»  recitals  of  the  certificate  of  discharge  were  not  true,  or  to  say 
that  the  (iovernment  had  the  right  to  accept  claimant,  make  him  per- 
form military  duty  in  camp  until  he  became  sick,  then  send  him  to  a 
hospital,  issue  a  certificate  of  disability  for  discharge,  make  out  a  final 
statement  and  |)ay  him  on  same  for  his  service,  and  then,  when  he 
appears  with  an  honorable  discharge  based  upon  said  certificate  and 
asks  the  benefits  of  a  pension  under  the  law,  reply  to  him  for  the  first 
time — 

You  receive*!  an  honorable  discharge  from  the  military  service  for  a  disability  con- 
tracted therein,  and  in  the  certificate  of  'disability  upon  which  that  discharge  is 
ba«ed,  it  is  stated  that  you  enlisted  for  a  term  of  three  years,  and  that  you  were  an 
unaasigned  recruit  of  the  Thirty-third  Ohio  Volunteer  Infantry.  It  is  admitted  that 
said  certificate  of  disability  for  discharge  is  genuine,  yet  the  records  of  the  War 
Department  fail  to  show  your  name  borne  upon  the  rolls  of  the  Thirty-third  Ohio 
Volunteer  Infantry,  therefore  you  can  not  be  regarded  as  having  Ix^en  in  the  military 
service  in  that  organization. 

The  certificate  of  disability  for  discharge  is  an  original  record  made 
by  oflicers  whose  duty  it  was  to  make  such  a  record,  and  is  the  very 
best  evidence,  and  of  that  class  which  is  entitled  to  an  extraordinary 
degree  of  confidence,  its  value  depending  largely-  uix)n  the  circum- 
stance that  it  was  made  by  authorized  and  accredited  agents  appointed 
for  that  purpose.  The  War  Department  does  not  deny  the  validity  of 
this  certificate  for  discharge,  but  admits  that  it  is  genuine.  Its  con- 
tents must  therefore  be  accepted  as  being  true. 

Section  247,  Army  Regulations,  provides  as  follows: 

In  deciding  upon  applications  for  pension,  reference  is  ma<le  to  the  certificate  of 
rliHability  for  proper  proof  that  the  soldier  is  entitled  under  the  law.     *    *    ♦ 

The  claimant  herein  received  an  honorable  discharge  from  the  seiT- 
ice  as  authorized  by  section  233,  Army  Regulations,  based  ui)on  a  cer- 
tificate of  disability  issued  in  compliance  with  sections  245  and  246, 
Army  Regulations,  and  this  certificate  is  on  file  as  evidence  in  this 
case,  and  it  is  to  this  certificate  that  section  247,  Ai-mv  Regulations, 
says  that,  in  deciding  upon  applications  for  pension  reference  is  to  be 
made  for  proper  proof,  not  of  disability  alone,  but  for  proper  proof 
that  the  soldier  is  entitled  to  a  pension. 
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The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  facts  sufficient  upon  which 
to  find  that  soldier  was  duly  enlisted  in  the  military  service  of  the 
United  States  and  assigned  to  the  Thirty -Third  Regiment  Ohio  Vol- 
unteer Infantry,  though  not  assigned  to  a  company,  and  is  entitled  to 
any  benefits  arising  from  the  act  of  July  14,  1862.  If  the  records  of 
the  Thirty-third  Regiment  Ohio  Volunteer  Infantry  are  not  complete, 
in  failing  to  show  soldier's  name  borne  upon  its  rolls,  he  should  not  be 
permitted  to  suffer  therefor,  when  there  is  a  record  on  file  showing  he 
was  an  unassigned  recruit  of  said  regiment,  enlisted  and  paid  as  a  mem- 
ber of  same,  accorded  hospital  privileges,  and  discharged  the  service  not 
"rejected  as  a  recruit,"  but  upon  a  certificate  of  disability  as  being 
duly  and  regularly  enlisted  as  a  soldier,  and  for  diseases  contracted 
after  his  enlistment  in  the  service. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  in  rejecting  his  claim  for  restoration  was 
error  and  is  accordingly  reversed.  Such  further  action  consistent  with 
the  views  hefein  expressed  as  may  be  found  appropriate  will  be  taken. 


SERVICE— DESBRTION— ACT  JTTNE  «7,  1890. 

Geobok  Johnson. 

Appellant  was  arrested  for  desertion  three  days  after  his  enlistment  and  was  never 
assigned  to  any  duty  as  a  soldier  thereafter,  and  performed  no  military  service. 

Hdd:  That  he  did  not  serve  ninety  days  in  the  military  or  naval  8er\dce  of  the  United 
States  within  the  meaning  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Cmnmissioner  of  Pensions^ 

Noveinler  %5,  1902. 

In  the  above-entitled  case  (George  Johnson,  unassigned,  First  Bat- 
talion Sharpshooters,  Maine  Volunteer  Infantry)  a  motion  for  recon- 
sideration of  the  departmental  opinion  of  December  11, 1901,  was  filed 
by  the  attorney  of  claimant  September  20, 1902.  f^id  opinion  affirmed 
the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  dropping  claimant's  name  from  the  roll 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  on  the  ground  that  he  did  not  render 
ninety  days'  service  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion. 

The  motion  is  as  follows: 

In  above-<le8crilxMl  [Mansion  claim  reconsideration  is  requested  upon  the  ground 
that  the  Department  erred  in  placing  a  construction  on  the  second  section  of  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  not  warranted  by  the  language  of  the  section  and  incorporatiiig 
therein  a  word  changing  the  meaning  of  it.* 

The  soldier  was  pensioned  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  and  subsequently  dropped 
from  the  rolls  upon  the  ground  that  he  had  not  rendered  ninety  days*  actual  military 
service. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  was  affinned  on  appeal,  the  Department  holding  that  the 
act  of  June  makes  ninety  days*  actual  military  service  requisite  to  a  pensionable  statoB 
under  said  act. 
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The  second  section  of  the  act  of  Jane  27, 1890,  makes  no  provision  for  the  perform- 
ance of  ''actual"  military  service. 

That  portion  of  the  section  hearing  on  the  issue  in  this  case  reads  as  follows: 

"That  all  persons  who  served  ninety  days  or  more  in  the  military  or  naval  service 
of  the  United  States  daring  the  late  war  of  the  rebellion  and  who  have  been  honor- 
ably discharged  therefrom    *    *    *    etc." 

In  order  to  sastain  the  adverse  action  of  the  Bureaa,  the  Department,  without 
authority  of  law,  changes  the  statute  so  as  to  make  it  read  "actual  military  service," 
the  effect  of  which  is  to  nullify  the  law  in  its  application  to  certain  soldiers  and  sailors 
which,  if  enforced,  would  do  them  great  injustice. 

Does  the  Department  mean  by  ''actual  military  service"  that  -a  man  must  have 
performed  ninety  days'  military  duty,  and  that  the  man  who  enlisted  for  ninety  days 
and  during  the  period  of  such  service  was  absent  from  his  command  without  or  with 
the  consent  of  his  superiors  one  day,  has  no  pensionable  status  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  because  he  failed  to  render  ninety  days'  actual  military  duty  or  service,  or 
would  it  be  in  accordance  with  law  to  deny  pension  to  a  man  enlisted  for  ninety  days 
who  during  the  same  period  was  confined  for  one  or  more  days  for  some  breach  of 
military  discipline? 

In  the  case  of  a  mian  injured  or  taken  sick  and  furloughed  home  before  completing 
ninety  days'  service,  and  who  remained  there  until  the  expiration  of  his  enlistment 
and  received  an  honorable  discharge,  can  he  be  denied  pension  under  this  actual 
military  decision  because  he  failed  to  render  actual  military  service  for  a  period  of 
ninety  days? 

The  statute  makes  no  discrimination;  all  it  requires  is  ninety  days'  service,  and  an 
honorable  discharge  from  the  term  of  enlistment;  it  does  not  prescribe  how  the  serv- 
ice must  be  rendered,  and  does  not  distinguish  between  the  man  who  saw  service  in 
the  field  and  the  one  who  was  confined  for  a  military  offense  or  home  on  a  sick  fur- 
lough or  to  attend  to  private  business.  All  it  exacts  is  that  he  placed  himself  in  the 
hands  of  the  military  authorities,  under  contract,  for  a  period  of  ninety  days  or  more, 
from  which  he  was  honorably  relieved. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  soldier  was  in  the  hands  of  the  military  authorities  for  more 
than  ninety  days  and  received  an  honorable  discharge,  thereby  fulfilling  the  require- 
ments of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

It  is  not  within  the  province  of  the  Department  to  add  to  or  take  from  the  statutes, 
neither  has  it  the  power  to  declare  that  an  act  of  Congress  was  intended  to  accom- 
plish certain  things  not  plainly  stated  in  the  language  in  which  the  act  is  framed. 

No  possible  authority  exists  permitting  the  Department  to  change  the  meaning  and 
language  of  the  statute  by  incorporating  the  word  "actual "  so  as  to  suit  conditions 
fonnd  in  a  certain  class  of  cases. 

Law  does  not  sanction  such  a  change  and  sentiment  or  feeling  does  not  justify  the 
rendition  of  a  decision  for  the  purpose  of  covering  a  case  of  thi^  kind. 

The  remedy  lies  with  Congress  in  the  enactment  of  an  amendment  covering  the 
wifihes  of  the  Department  with  respect  to  soldiers  and  sailors  who  did  not  render 
ninety  days'  honorable  military  sen'ice. 

Am  the  statute  now  stands  a  man  may  have  eighty -nine  days'  service  in  confine- 
ment and  one  day's  actual  military  service  and  receive  an  honorable  disc^harge  and 
have  a  pensionable  status  under  the  iuit  of  June  27,  1890. 

It  is  requested  that  the  pensioner's  lawful  rights  be  respected  and  that  the  Com- 
misHioner  of  Pensions  be  directed  to  restore  his  pension. 

The  attorney  seems  to  take  offense  at  the  use  of  the  word  ''actual." 
His  attention  is  invited  to  the  fact  that  the  gist  of  the  opinion  was  not 
in  the  word  to  which  he  makes  objection,  but  leather  on  the  admitted 
fact  that  this  soldier  became  a  deserter  almost  as  soon  as  he  was 


48  DB0I8ION8   BELATINO    TO   PENSIONS. 

enlisted  and  was  under  arrest,  in  confinement,  awaiting  trial,  or  under- 
going the  sentence  of  court-martial  up  to  May  24,  1865.  The  ques- 
tion at  issue  here  is  not  a  new  one.  It  has  been  repeatedly  decided 
that  a  soldier  must  render  military  service  for  ninety  davs  or  more 
during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  to  have  a  pensionable  status  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890.  It  is  submitted  that  nothing  is  added  to  the 
meanin?  clearlv  conveyed  in  the  words  of  the  statute  bv  using:  the  word 
"actual."  But  such  word  has  frequently  been  used  by  the  Depart- 
ment to  distinguish  a  constructive  service  from  a  pensionable  service 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

In  the  case  of  John  R.  Trout  (11  P.  D.,  435),  the  Department  used 
the  following  language: 

It  is  believed  that  the  act  of  June  27,  1S90,  contemplates  an  actual  service  of  at 
least  ninety  days  in  the  sense  that  the  soldier  or  sailor  beneficiary  must  have  been 
for  that  length  of  time  either  performing  military  duty,  or  in  hospital,  or  on  sick 
furlough,  or  held  as  a  prisoner  by  the  enemy. 

The  case  of  Obediah  P.  Hankinson  (9  P.  D.,  292)  is  nearly  in  point 
with  the  case  under  consideration.  In  that  case  the  soldier  was 
drafted  but  failed  to  report,  and  was  afterwards  arrested,  tried,  and 
convicted  as  a  deserter.     In  the  course  of  the  opinion  it  was  said: 

During  the  time  the  appellant  was  in  desertion,  from  September  27,  1S64,  to  March 
6,  1865,  it  will  surely  not  be  seriously  contended  that  he  was  in  an  honorable  or 
pensionable  service,  and  from  and  after  March  6,  1865,  when  he  was  apprehended, 
up  to  thetime  of  his  discharge,  he  is  shown  by  the  record  to  have  been  held  first  as 
a  prisoner  awaiting  trial,  and  undergoing  trial,  and  after  conviction  as  a  convict 
awaiting  the  carrying  out  of  his  sentence.  That  the  period  of  his  detention,  either 
before  or  after  trial  and  conviction,  under  such  circumstances  would  not  constitute  a 
pensionable  service  under  the  provisions  of  section  2,  act  of  June  27,  1890,  does  not 
admit  of  argument. 

Again,  in  the  case  of  George  W.  Fleck  (7  P.  D.,  343)  the  Department 
said: 

Where  a  soldier^s  service  was  compulsory,  and  in  compliance  with  the  sentence  of 
a  court-martial,  and  consiste<l  of  confinement  at  hanl  labor,  with  the  loss  of  all  pay 
and  allowances,  due  or  to  l)ecome  due,  he  can  not  be  held  to  have  served  in  the  mili- 
tary or  naval  service  of  the  United  States  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  within  the 
meaning  or  intent  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

A  transcript  from  the  records  of  the  War  Department  relating  to 
the  case  under  consideration  is  as  follows: 

George  Johnson,  unassigned.  First  I^ttalion  Sharpshooters,  Maine  Infantry,  was 
enrolled  January  18,  1865,  and  transferred  t  >  Company  D,  Twentieth  Maine  Infantry, . 
June  21,  1865,  and  mustered  out  July  16,  1865;  from  enrollment  to  muster  out  he  held 
the  rank  of  private,  and  during  that  period  the  rolls  show  him  present  except  as  fol- 
lows: The  records  of  the  provost-marshal-general  show  him  arrested  at  Auburn,  Me., 
January  21, 1865,  by  the  provost-marshal  of  tlie  second  district  of  Maine  as  of  the  sharp- 
shooters, and  delivered  January  23,  1865,  to  the  A.  A.  P.  M.  G.  of  Maine  at  Augusta; 
$30  reward;  received  and  sent  to  jail  January  23,  1865;  charges  forwarded  February 
23,  1865;  sent  to  First  Maine  Sharpshooters  May  24,  1865;  date  of  desertion  not 
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found.  He  was  tried  before  a  general  court-martial  which  convened  at  Augusta,  Me., 
General  Orders,  No.  33,  Department  of  the  East,  New  York  City,  April  28,  1865; 
charge,  denertion;  finding,  guilty;  sentenced  to  forfeit  $12  per  month  of  his  monthly 
pay  for  the  period  of  one  year,  and  to  be  assigned  to  his  regiment  in  the  field;  sen- 
tence appro ve<i,  except  so  much  as  directs  assignment  to  Maine  r^ment  in  the  field. 
Whereabouts  betw^een  May  24,  1865,  and  June  21,  1865,  not  shown. 

It  is  thus  shown  that  within  three  days  from  the  date  of  his  enlist- 
ment this  claimant  was  under  arrest  for  desertion,  and  so  continued, 
either  awaiting  trial  or  undergoing  punishment,  until  May  24,  1865. 
Comes  now  the  attorney  insisting  that  claimant  was  rendering  military 
service  while  being  punished  for  willfully'  refusing  to  so  serve.  The 
absurdity  of  his  contention  is  apparent. 

The  language  of  the  act  is  as  follows: 

That  all  persons  who  served  ninety  days  or  more  in  the  military  service  of  the 
United  States  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  who  have  been  honorably 
diflchai^ged  therefrom.    ♦    *    *. 

From  the  date  of  his  enlistment  until  May  24,  1865,  this  claimant 
did  not  "serve  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States."  He  was 
in  prison  for  refusing  to  serve.  His  service  from  May  24,  1865,  to 
July  16,  1865,  from  all  that  appears,  was  pensionable  service,  but  such 
a  period  is  short  of  ninety  days,  and  is  not  pensionable  under  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890. 

The  contentions  of  counsel  are  clearly  untenable,  and  the  action  of 
the  Bureau  from  which  appeal  was  filed  was  proper.  The  motion  for 
reconsideration  is  overruled. 


marriage-evrdekce—maryland. 
Eliza  Chase  (widow) 

Common-law  marriages  have  not  been  and  are  not  reeognize<l  an  valid  in  Maryland, 
but  while  there  can  not  Ije  a  valid  marriage  w^ithout  a  religious  ceremony,  such 
marriage  may  he  proved  without  the  testimony  of  witnesses  who  were  present  at 
the  ceremony;  that  is,  by  general  reputation,  cohabitation,  and  acknowledgment. 
When  these  exist  it  will  l)e  inferred  that  a  religious  ceremony  has  taken  pla(;e, 
and  this  proof  will  not  l)e  invalidated  because  evidence  can  not  be  obtained  of 
the  time,  place,  and  manner  of  the  celebration  of  the  marriage.  ( Richanlson  v. 
Smith,  80  Md.,  1889.) 

In  this  cape  it  is  shown  that  soldier  cohabited  with  one  Harriet  Bonlley  prior  to  his 
marriage  to  claimant,  such  cohabitation  was  terminated  many  years  ago,  and 
soldier's  friends  and  relatives,  who  lived  but  a  short  distance  from  him,  were 
ignorant  of  any  marriage  to  the  Bordley  woman.  Cohabitation  alone,  under  the 
circumstances  of  this  case,  will  not  warrant  the  presumption  of  a  marriage  by  a 
religious  ceremony  l)etween  soldier  and  Harriet  Bordley,  and  claimant  must 
therefore  be  held  to  be  soldier's  widow. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  Z.  Caraphell  to  tJie  Covimissioywr  of  Pensions^ 

November  26,  1902. 

William  Chase^  deceased,  served  as  a  landsman  in  the  United  States 
Navy  from  August  31,  1864,  to  January  22, 1868.     He  died  Novem- 
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ber  22,  1880,  and  the  claimant,  Eliza  Chase,  filed  a  declaration  for 
pension,  as  his  widow,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  October  14, 
1890,  No.  8571. 

This  claim  was  rejected  February  22,  1900,  as  follows: 

Approved  for  rejection.  Sailor  having  had  a  wife  living  from  whom  he  had  not  been 
divorced  at  time  of  marriage  to  claimant  (and  who  died  within  a  month  of  him)  she 
is  not  his  legal  widow. 

From  this  action  claimant,  by  her  attorney,  appealed  September  24, 
1900,  contending  that  it  was  contrary  to  the  weight  of  the  evidence 
on  file;  and  that  even  if  such  marriage  did  occur,  it  was  a  slave  mar- 
riage and  was  voidable,  and  that  the  said  sailor  did  avoid  it  by  his  fail- 
ure to  ratify  it  after  emancipation. 

The  latter  part  of  this  appeal  was  prepared  under  a  mistaken  idea  as 
to  the  facts.  The  deceased  soldier,  claimant,  and  Harriet  Bordley, 
although  colored  persons,  were  free  born,  and  thus  subject  to  all  the 
laws  and  regulations  in  force  in  the  State  in  which  they  resided.  The 
enactments  and  proclamations,  either  State  or  National,  regarding 
slaves  or  slave  marriages  in  no  way  affected  the  status  of  the  marriages 
here  at  issue. 

The  marriage  of  Chase  to  the  claimant,  which  occurred  May  17, 
1871,  was  by  ceremony,  and  was  unquestionably  legal,  if  no  impedi- 
ment to  the  union  existed. 

The  proof  of  a  former  marriage  to  one  Harriet  Bordley  is  found  in 
the  testimony  of  James  Cully  and  James  Bordley  and  an  admission  by 
the  deceased  soldier. 

The  record  of  the  marriage  of  Chase  and  claimant  states  that  he 
was  a  widower. 

James  Cully,  in  his  deposition  of  January  27,  1890,  testified  as 
follows: 

While  he  (Chase)  lived  at  Annapolis  he  married  Harriet  Bordley.  He  was  mar- 
ried to  her  before  he  8hipp)ed  in  the  Navy,  and  he  returned  to  her  after  his  dis- 
charge and  until  his  wife's  death.  I  can't  give  the  date  of  that  wife's  death,  bat  it 
was  not  long  after  he  was  discharged  from  the  Navy.  She  died  here  in  Annapolis; 
was  buried  in  the  St.  Anne's  burying  ground. 

James  Bordley,  in  his  deposition  of  January  29,  1900,  testified  as 

to  the  alleged  former  marriage  as  follows: 

He  married  my  sister  Harriet  Bordley  during  the  war,  but  I  can't  say  just  when. 
They  were  married  before  I  enlisted,  which  was  in  1864.  ♦  *  *  And  on  his 
return  William  Chaise  again  lived  with  sister  for  a  time,  but  how  long  I  can't  say. 
I  know  that  he  afterwards  deserted  her  and  we  did  not  hear  where  he  went  to,  but 
heard  afterwards  that  he  was  dead.  I  was  not  present  at  the  marriage  of  my  sister 
and  do  not  know^  who  they  were  married  by  or  when,  but  I  am  fully  satisfied  that 
they  were  regularly  married.  My  sister  is  dead.  My  Bible  record,  now  shown  you, 
was  written  by  me.  [The  Bible  record  shows  ''Harriet  Chase,  the  daughter  of 
Anna  Bordley,  died  November  9,  1880.  M.  A.  W.,  special  examiner.]  That  entry 
was  made  by  me  after  my  sister's  death,  and  the  date  is  correct.  I  did  not  know 
that  soldier,  William  Chase,  was  again  married,  for  I  never  saw  or  h^Eud  from  him 
after  he  deserted  his  first  wife — my  sister. 
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The  custodian  of  the  records  of  Anne  Arundel  County,  in  which  the 
alleged  marriage  is  said  to  have  occurred,  certified  that  there  was  no 
record  of  such  marriage,  nor  was  any  marriage  license  issued  to 
William  C.  Chase  and  Harriet  Bordley. 

It  is  apparent,  after  a  careful  reading  of  all  the  evidence  on  file, 
that  this  prior  marriage,  if  it  occurred,  was  unknown  to  the  sailor's 
family  and  relatives  and  the  friends  of  his  earlier  and  later  years. 
The  evidence  shows  that  he  was  bom  and  raised  in  Calvert  County, 
Md. ;  that  he  resided  in  Annapolis  a  few  years  preceding  and  a  few 
years  succeeding  his  service,  and  that  during  the  balance  of  his  life 
his  home  was  in  Baltimore. 

It  is  evident  that,  before  and  after  service.  Chase  and  Harriet  Bord- 
ley lived  together,  and  were  known  as  man  and  wife.  Two  witnesses 
testified  to  the  termination  of  this  relation.  Cully  said  it  ended  at  her 
death,  and  the  brother  testified  to  desertion.  If  the  latter  be  accepted 
and  with  it  the  Bible  record,  then  Harriet  Bordley  or  Chase  was  alive 
until  within  two  weeks  of  the  sailor's  death.  If  this  evidence  estab- 
lishes a  legal  marriage  between  William  Chase  and  Harriet  Bordley, 
claimant  is  not  the  legal  widow  of  the  deceased  soldier,  and  is  not 
entitled  to  a  pension. 

The  question  now  arises  as  to  what  constitutes  a  legal  marriage  and 
what  is  competent  evidence  to  prove  it. 

It  is  provided  in  section  2  of  the  act  of  Congress  approved  August 
7,  1882,  amending  section  4702,  Revised  Statutes,  as  follows: 

That  marriages,  except  such  as  are  mentioned  in  section  4705  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  shall  be  proven  in  pension  cases  to  be  legal  marriages  according  to  the  law 
of  the  place  where  the  parlies  resided  at  the  time  of  marriage,  or  at  the  time  when 
the  right  to  pension  accrued. 

Section  4705  of  the  Revised  Statutes  does  not  affect  the  case,  as  in 
the  case  of  Eliza  J.  Ellis  (12  P.  D.,  159)  it  was  held  that  this  section 
did  not  apply  to  claims  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

The  validity  of  Chase's  marriage  must  be  determined  in  view  of  the 
laws  of  the  State  of  Maryland  and  the  decisions  of  its  courts  relating 
thereto. 

In  the  case  of  Dennison  v.  Dennison  (35  Md.,  361)  it  was  said. 

We  think  we  are  safe  in  saying  that  there  has  never  been  a  time  in  the  history  of 
this  State,  whether  before  its  independence  of  Great  Britain  or  since,  when  some 
ceremony  or  celebration  was  not  deemed  necessary  to  a  valid  marriage.  In  the  early 
days  of  the  province  it  was  not  absolutely  necessary  that  a  minister  of  religion 
should  officiate.  A  judge  or  magistrate  could  perform  the  ceremony,  but  still  in  all 
cases  some  formal  ceremony  was  require<l.     (Act  of  1715,  ch.  44,  sec.  24. ) 

A  marriage  contract  in  this  State  merely  i^r  verba  de  prsesentis  or  per  verl)a  de 
futnro  cum  copula,  has  no  sanction  in  our  law,  whatsoever  may  be  the  law  uix>n  this 
subject  elsewhere. 

This  decision  was  preceded  and  followed  by  others  of  like  import. 
The  courts  have  uniformly  held  that  a  marriagre,  to  be  valid,  must  be 
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by  ceremony  and  in  confomaity  with  the  requirements  of  the  ntatutes 
of  that  State.     Common-law  marriages  have  nev^er  been  recognized. 

Special  legislation  has  been  enacted  regarding  marriages  between 
colored  persons.  In  1867  the  legislature  passed  the  following  act, 
found  in  section  13,  chapter  62,  of  the  Code  of  Public  General  Laws 
(Maryland): 

All  inarriageH  made  and  celebrated  in  this  State  prior  to  March  22,  1867,  by  and 
between  colored  people  are  hereby  confirmed  and  made  valid,  to  every  intent  and 
purpose,  from  the  time  of  the  celebration  of  such  marriages,  respectively;  and  every 
such  marriage  shall  be  held  and  taken  by  all  the  courts  of  this  State  to  \>e  goo<l  and 
sufficient  in  law,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  provided  that  in  every  case  the  parties 
claiming  to  have  been  married  by  a  competent  person  shall,  by  sufficient  proof 
before  some  justice  of  the  peace,  establish  the  fact  of  having  been  so  married,  a 
certificate  of  which  shall  be  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  circuit  court  of  the  county 
in  which  said  marriage  was  celebrated,  or  the  court  of  common  pleas  of  Baltimore 
City,  and  be  preserved  with  the  register  of  marriage  licenses  in  the  office  of  said 
clerk. 

The  Department,  in  the  case  of  Samuel  Tuttle  (11  P.  D.,  278),  has 
held  that  the  failure  to  comply  with  that  jwrtion  of  this  act  which 
requires  certain  proof  and  the  record  of  a  certific^ate  thereof  does  not 
operate  to  defeat  the  purpose  of  this  act. 

This  act  can  not  be  said  to  change  or  modify  the  requirements  as  to 
marriages,  as  they  affect  the  case  under  discussion.  While  the  act 
used  the  words  ''colored  people"  instead  of  ''foniier  slaves,"  yet, 
considering  its  date,  and  the  events  that  had  preceded  its  passage,  it  is 
plainly  evident  that  it  was  intended  to  validate  marriages  ''made  and 
contracted  "  in  bondage.  Even  if  it  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature 
to  include  within  its  provisions  f  reeborn  colored  persons,  the  act  can 
not  be  construed  to  confirm  marriages  entered  into  without  cere- 
mony or  celebration — to  make  valid  common-law  marriages.  The 
whole  policy  and  thought  of  the  citizens  of  Maryland  as  exemplified  by 
legislation  and  judicial  decisions  has  been  against  the  recognition  of 
such  marriages.  It  can  not  be  conceived  that  any  exception  was 
intended  to  be  made  in  the  case  of  freeborn  colored  persons.  The 
wording  of  the  act  confirms  this  view.  It  is  "marriages  made  and 
celebrated,"  and  "  from  the  time  of  the  celebi-ation  of  such  marriages," 
and  "by  a  competent  person"  that  this  act  confirms  and  makes  valid. 
It  presupposes  some  ceremony  or  celebration  in  accord  with  a  custom 
recognized  ])y  the  contracting  parties  as  valid,  but  not  in  conformity 
with  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Maryland.  It  was  enacted  in  order  that 
a  certain  class  of  persons  who  had  recently  been  brought  under  the 
operation  of  the  general  laws  of  the  State  might  easily  adjust  them- 
selves and  their  family  relations  thereto. 

It  having  been  determined  that  common-law  marriages  have  not  been 
and  are  not  recognized  as  valid  in  the  State  of  Maryland,  it  remains 
to  determine  whether  the  evidence  in  this  case  is  suflScient  to  prove  a 
valid  ceremonial  marriage  between  William  Chase  and  Harriet  Bord- 
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ley.  If  this  can  be  proven,  it  must  be  done  by  the  testimony  of  per- 
sons not  present  at  its  celebration  and  without  the  aid  of  any  record. 
As  to  the  character  of  evidence  admissible  to  prove  a  marriage,  the 
court  of  appeals  of  Maryland,  in  the  case  of  Richardson  v.  Smith  (80 
Md.,  1889),  decided  that— 

In  this  State  there  can  not  be  a^  valid  marriage  without  a  religious  ceremony,  but 
a  marriage  may  be  competently  proved  without  the  testimony  of  witnesses  who  were 
present  at  the  ceremony.  ♦  *  *  The  law  has  wisely  provided  that  marriages  may 
be  proved  by  general  reputation,  cohabitation,  and  acknowledgment.  When  these 
exist,  it  will  be  inferred  that  a  religious  ceremony  has  taken  place,  and  this  proof 
will  not  be  invalidated  because  evidence  can  not  be  obtained  of  the  time,  place,  and 
manner  of  the  celebration  of  the  marriage.  On  this  point  we  think  it  is  unnecessary 
to  do  more  than  quote  from  Rodgrave  v.  Rodgrave  (38  Maryland,  97):  "Where 
parties  live  together  ostensibly  as  man  and  wife,  demeaning  themselves  toward  each 
other  as  such  and  are  received  into  society  and  treatetl  by  their  friends  and  relations 
as  having  and  being  entitled  to  that  status,  the  law  wnll,  in  favor  of  morality  and 
decency,  presume  that  they  have  been  legally  married.'* 

That  William  Chase  and  Harriet  Bordley  cohabited  together  has 
been  shown.  But  cohabitation  alone  is  not  sufficient  from  which  to 
infer  a  marriage  bj''  ceremony,  where,  as  in  this  case,  the  cohabitation 
was  terminated  by  other  means  than  death  or  divorce.  The  onh^  thing 
that  could  be  construed  into  an  acknowledgment  by  Chase  of  a  legal 
marriage  is  the  fact  that  the  record  of  his  marriage  to  claimant  states 
that  he  was  a  widower.  In  contradiction  of  this  is  the  ignorance  of 
his  family  and  his  earlier  friends  of  such  a  marriage,  though  they 
lived  but  a  short  distance  from  Annapolis,  where  the  marriage  is 
alleged  to  have  occurred  and  the  parties  thereto  resided.  The  desig- 
nation of  himself  as  a  widower  is  not  proof  conclusive  of  the  acknowl- 
edgment on  his  part  of  a  legal  marriage  between  himself  and  Harriet 
Bordle3\ 

As  to  proof  by  general  reputation,  much  the  same  can  be  said. 
Among  those  who  knew  him  longest  and  best  he  was  known  as  a 
single  man  at  the  time  of  .his  marriage  to  claimant.  Where  proof  by 
reputation  is  to  be  depended  on,  the  opinion  must  be  general  among 
those  who  would  be  expected  to  know  the  facts;  if  divided,  it  is  no 
evidence  at  all. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  does  not  prove  the  existence  of  a  valid 
marriage  between  Chase  and  Harriett  Bordley,  even  when  considered 
in  view  of  the  liberal  decision  in  the  case  of  one  Richardson  -v.  Smith, 
as  to  the  character  of  the  proof  admissible. 

The  evidence  on  file,  considering  it  in  connection  with  Chase's  state- 
ment heretofore  mentioned  and  the  natural  presumption  against  pre- 
meditated crime,  it  is  not  clear  and  satisfactory  as  to  date  of  Harriet 
Bordley 's  death.  Cully,  who  was  a  shipmate  and  seems  to  have  been  an 
intimate  friend  of  the  deceased  sailor,  testified  that  she  died  while  she 
was  living  with  WiHiam  Chase,  and  designates  the  cemeter}*  in  which 
8be  was  buried. 
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The  law  presumes  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  all  marriages,  and 
before  this  presumption  can  be  overcome  the  evidence  of  its  invalid- 
ity must  preponderate.  This  has  been  the  effect  of  many  of  the  deci- 
sions of  the  Departmennt.  The  marriage  between  claimant  and 
William  Chase  was  in  conformity  with  the  laws  of  Maryland.  The 
evidence  does  not  prove  any^  legal  impediment  to  the  union. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  is  reversed,  and  the  papers  are  herewi 
returned  for  action  as  above  indicated. 


DEATH— BVrDKNCE-PBESUMPnON. 

Annie  Lynch  (widow). 

To  warrant  the  presumption  of  death  of  a  soldier  in  a  pension  claim  it  is  not  neoee- 
sary  to  show  the  "  unexplained  absence  of  such  enlisted  man  from  his  home  and 
family,"  as  provided  in  the  act  of  March  13, 1896,  but  proof  that  he  has  not  been 
heard  of  for  seven  years  by  those  (if  any)  who^  if  he  had  been  alive,  would 
naturally  have  heard  of  him  is  sufficient  to  warrant  the  presumption  of  his 
death,  unless  the  circumstances  of  the  case  are  such  as  to  account  for  his  not 
being  heard  of  without  assuming  his  death.     (Davie  r.  Briggs,  97  U.  8.,  62S.) 

In  this  case  while  there  were  reasons  why  soldier  did  not  communicate  with  his 
wife,  yet  he  was  in  correspondence  with  his  brothers  and  sister  until  1874,  when 
it  is  supposed  he  was  killed  on  a  railroad,  and  promised  to  write  again,  but  never 
did,  anti  these  facts  bring  the  case  within  the  common-law  rule  of  presumption 
of  death  as  stated  in  Davie  v  Briggs. 

Assistant  SecTetary  F,  L.  Campbell  to  the  CcnrvinissioneT  of  PeimoTis^ 

November  25,  1902. 

This  is  an  application  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
filed  December  1,  1892,  by  Annie  Lynch,  No.  665312.  She  claims  as 
the  widow  of  Malachi  Lynch,  formerly  of  Company  Gr,  Fifth  Mary- 
land Volunteer  Infantry. 

It  was  rejected  September  19,  1900,  as  follows: 

Approved  for  rejection.  Claimant,  after  an  exhaustive  special  examination,  failed 
to  prove  that  the  soldier  is  dead  or  that  his  absence  is  unexplained,  as  required  by 
act  of  March  13,  1896.  She  admits  that  for  some  time  before  his  disappearance  she 
separatetl  from  him  l)ecause  of  his  intemperate  habits. 

From  this  action  she  appealed  on  November  27,  1900. 

It  is  contended  by  the  claimant  that  the  soldier  was  killed  by  a  rail- 
road train  in  Pittsburg  in  the  year  1874. 

The  only  evidence  offered  to  prove  his  death  is  found  in  the  testi- 
mony of  Mrs.  Clarissa  A.  Douglass  and  Mrs.  Laura  J.  Douglass,  the 
soldier's  sisters-in-law,  residents  of  Pittsburg.  The  testimony  of  the 
former,  upon  which  the  contention  is  based,  is  as  follows:  (The  testi- 
mony of  Mrs.  Laura  J.  Douglass  corroborates  this  witness  in  most  of 
the  important  facts.) 


DECISIONS   HBLATIKG   TO   PENSIONS.  65 

*  *  *  He  called  at  my  house  in  the  year  1874.  In  that  year  he  called  at  my 
hoiue  in  Allegheny,  Pa,,  three  or  four  times.  *  *  ♦  Later  on,  and  in  the  month 
of  July,  he  came  to  my  house,  K^ve  me  good-bye,  and  said  he  was  going  home  to 
Baltimore,  Md.  Oan't  recall  that  he  mentioned  his  wife  in  particular,  but  know 
he  had  referred  to  her  several  times  in  conversation.  There  was  nothing  in  his  con- 
versation or  conduct  to  indicate  that  there  was  any  trouble  between  him  and  his 
wife,  or  that  he  did  not  intend  to  return  to  her.  *  *  *  After  he  left  me  I  sup- 
IKieed  he  had  gone  home  to  Baltimore.  He  didn't  say  what  route  he  would  take; 
can't  recall  whether  he  said  he  was  going  to  start  that  same  day.  The  thought  never 
entered  my  mind  that  he  had  not  gone  home,  or  that  he  was  dead  or  killed,  until 
one  day  his  wife,  Annie  Lynch,  whom  I  had  never  seen  before,  came  to  my  house 
and  told  me  who  she  was,  and  asked  what  had  become  of  her  husband.  This  was 
about  1878  or  1879.  I  had  never  written  Annie  Lynch  or  Mary  White  at  any  pre- 
vious time  that  Malachi  Lynch  was  dead,  for  I  didn't  know  any  such  thing,  or  even 
suspect  it  When  she  came  to  me  and  said  Malachi  had  not  been  home  I  was 
amazed.  Then  I  began  to  wonder  what  had  become  of  him,  and  I  remembered  that 
I  had  seen  an  account  of  some  unknown  man  being  killed  on  the  railroad.  *  *  * 
At  the  time  I  saw  the  article  I  did  not  connect  it  with  Malachi  Lynch,  and  I  didn't 
think  of  l}im  in  that  connection  until  his  wife  came  to  me  four  years  after  I  had  seen 
the  article. 

Witness  then  describes  a  visit  to  the  coroner's  office  and  the  exam- 
ination of  the  records,  and  other  attempts  by  the  widow  to  locate  the 
absent  husband  or  to  procure  proofs  of  his  death.     She  then  continued: 

His  wife  went  home  and  seemed  to  be  uncertain  whether  to  think  that  Malachi 
was  dead  or  alive.  She  said  if  he  was  dead  she  would  be  able  to  get  some  army 
bounty,  but  that  she  had  to  prove  his  death. 

In  a  later  deposition,  made  shortly  after  the  death  of  her  husband, 
the  witness  testified  as  follows: 

This  my  husband  told  me  after  he  had  learned  that  a  pension  examiner  had 
called  on  me.  My  husband  said  this:  *'They  needn't  look  for  him,  he  maybe 
dead  or  he  may  be  alive,  but  he  told  me  when  he  was  here  that  he  never  intended 
to  return  to  his  wife." 

The  special  examiner  made  a  thorough  search  of  the  records  of  the 
coroner's  office  and  of  the  files  of  the  newspapers  for  that  year. 
Nothing  was  found  in  either  that  tended  to  prove  the  death  of  the 
soldier.  Deaths  from  railroad  accidents  were  very  frequent  in  that 
city  during  that  year.  An  unidentified  man  was  killed  about  that 
time,  the  coroner's  jury  finding  that  the  deceased  committed  suicide. 
The  description  of  the  deceased  and  the  newspaper  accounts  of  the 
death  did  not  indicate  that  the  deceased  was  Malachi  Lynch. 

There  is  no  proof  of  death,  nor  is  the  above  evidence  of  such  a  char- 
acter that  it  is  of  any  benefit  in  determining  whether  the  presumption 
of  death  should  apply  in  this  case. 

In  her  original  deposition  the  claimant  faMed  to  tell  the  entire 
truth  regarding  her  relations  with  her  husband,  and  made  some  state- 
ments which  the  testimony  of  other  witnesses  proved  to  be  false. 
Her  testimony,  for  this  reason,  can  not  be  accepted  except  wherein 
it  is  corroborated  by  other  evidence.     Her  second  deposition  is  appar- 
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ently  a  true  statement  of  the  facts,  and  is  not  at  variance  with  the 
testimony  of  other  witnesses  in  material  facts.  In  this  deposition  she 
testified  as  foUows: 

My  husband  left  Baltimore  in  1S73  or  1874,  went  to  Pittsburg,  Pa.,  and  did  not 
again  return.  He  went  away  in  the  evening,  and  I  saw  him  the  same  day,  and  he 
then  said  he  was  going  away  to  look  after  work.  *  *  *  It  is  a  fact  that  we  had  been 
living  apart,  but  not  very  long,  before  he  went  away.  I  suppose  w^e  were  separated 
several  months,  but  I  don't  know  how  long.  It  was  three  or  four  months,  or  per- 
haps five  months,  and  I  don't  think  we  were  separated  longer  than  that  atone  time. 
He  was  living  at  his  father's,  and  I  lived  at  a  friend's — Mrs.  Crouch,  now  dead.  I 
don't  really  know  when  he  did  go  away.  He  would  come  to  see  me  nearly  every  day, 
and  one  day  he  said  he  was  going  away,  and  I  did  not  see  him  again.  I  don't  know 
whether  he  went  away  then  or  how  long  afterwards,  for  I  never  inquired  about  him. 
We  were  never  really  separated,  but  just  lived  apart,  for  he  was  a  drinking  man,  and 
had  no  money  when  we  parted,  and  could  not  support  me.  He  stayed  away  several 
times,  for  short  periods,  when  drinking.  *  *  *  My  husband  would  work  for  a 
time,  then  go  on  a  spree,  and  then  he  would  work  again  to  make  up  what  he  owed, 
and  this  continued  during  our  married  life.  He  was  not  unkind  to  me.  *  ♦  *  I 
received  one  letter  from  him  after  he  went  away. 

This  evidence  is  corroborated  by  Patrick  J.  Lynch,  brother,  and 
Mary  W.  White,  sister,  of  the  soldier.  The  former  testified  that  he 
never  had  heard  from  his  brother,  Malacbi,  since  his  departure  from 
Baltimore.  The  sister,  Mary  White,  received  a  letter  from  him  dated 
Pittsburg,  Pa.,  July  2,  1874.  In  this  letter,  which  is  now  in  the  files, 
he  makes  no  mention  of  his  wife,  but  speaks  of  his  visit  to  Mrs- 
Douglass,  and  promises  to  write  again  soon.  She  has  never  heard  from 
him  since  that  date,  and  believes  that  he  is  dead. 

The  act  of  March  13,  1896,  which  regulates  the  proof  of  death  in 
cases  of  this  character,  is  as  follows: 

♦  ♦  *  the  death  »  *  *  shall  be  considered  as  sufficiently  proved  if  satisfactory 
evidence  is  produced  establishing  the  fact  of  the  continued  and  unexplained  absence 
of  such  enlisted  man  or  officer  from  his  home  and  family  for  a  period  of  seven  yeaita, 
during  which  period  no  intelligence  of  his  existence  shall  have  been  received.    *   *    ♦ 

The  proof  in  this  case  conforms  to  the  requirements  of  this  act, 
unless  it  be  to  the  clause  which  states  ''  and  unexplained  absence  of  such 
enlisted  man  from  his  home  and  family."  The  words  "home  and 
family"  must  not  be  considered  in  a  restricted  sense.  It  clearly  was 
not  the  intention  of  Congress  to  modify  the  rule  that  prevailed  in 
the  conmion  law.  The  Supreme  Court,  in  the  case  of  Davie  v.  Briggs 
(97  United  States  Supreme  Court  Reports,  628),  states  the  following 
as  the  general  rule: 

The  general  rule  undoubtedly  is  that  a  person  shown  not  to  have  been  heard  of 
for  seven  years  by  those  (if  any)  who,  if  he  had  been  alive,  would  naturally  have 
heanl  of  him,  is  presumed  to  be  dead,  unless  the  circumstances  of  the  case  are  such 
as  to  account  for  his  not  being  heard  of  without  assuming  his  death. 

This  rule  was  accepted  by  the  Department  in  the  case  of  Marie 
Shan>e.     (8  P.  D.,  175.) 
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The  question,  then,  for  discussion  is,  Do  the  facts  and  circumstances 
in  this  case  account  for  his  absence  on  any  other  hypothesis  than  that 
of  death? 

Nothing  has  been  heard  of  the  soldier  since  the  latter  part  of  July, 
1874.  The  evidence  discloses  no  reason  why  he  should  not  have 
returned  to  Baltimore  if  he  so  desired,  and  the  testimony  of  Mrs. 
Douglass  shows  that  it  was  his  intention  to  do  so.  Even  if  it  was  his 
intention  to  desert  his  wife,  there  is  no  reason  shown  why  he  should  not 
have  communicated  with  his  brother  or  sister.  One  letter  to  his  sister, 
written  after  his  departure  from  Baltimore,  is  on  file.  In  this  he 
promises  to  write  again  soon;  yet  he  has  never  written.  No  explana- 
tion other  than  his  death  would  account  for  his  silence  after  a  promise 
to  write,  a  silence  lasting  for  nearly  thirty  years.  The  soldier  would 
now  be  over  60  years  old,  and  it  is  not  natural  to  presume  that  for 
anv  reason  indicated  in  this  evidence  he  would  maintain  a  silence  for 
so  many  3'ears.  Even  if  his  departure  from  Baltimore  has  been 
explained,  his  continued  failure  to  return  or  to  communicate  with  his 
brother  or  sister  has  not. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Department  this  evidence  does  not  explain  his 
continued  absence  in  any  other  way  than  that  he  is  dead.  The  pre- 
sumption of  death  must  prevail,  and  the  action  of  the  Bureau  is 
reversed. 


marriage  and  divorce— mississippi— impbdimbnt. 
Bettie  Ogden  (alleged  widow). 

Prior  to  soldier's  cohabitation  with  the  claimant,  and  prior  to  and  at  the  time  of  the 
ratification  of  the  constitution  of  Mississippi,  December  1,  1869,  he  was  living 
in  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife  with  one  Amanda,  who  was  still  living  at 
the  time  of  soldier's  death. 

Held:  That  under  the  constitution  of  Mississippi  Amanda  was  soldier's  legal  wife,  and 
his  cohabitation  with  claimant  unlawful  and  she  is  not  his  legal  widow. 

Assistant  Secretary  J^.  L.  Campl>eU  to  the  C(nri7ni8»unier  of  Pensions^ 

Ncmemher  25^  1902. 

William  Ogden  served  for  nearly  a  year  as  a  private  in  Company  C, 
Seventieth  United  States  Colored  Volunteer  Infantry,  and  was  honor- 
ably discharged  July  8,  1865. 

He  died  December  25,  1890. 

January  26,  1891,  Bettie  Ogden,  claimant  herein,  applied  for  pen- 
sion in  her  right  as  alleged  widow  of  soldier  under  the  third  section 
of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890. 

Her  appli(*ation  was  finally  rejected  October  19, 1900,  on  the  ground 
that  she  was  not  the  legal  widow  of  soldier. 

She  filed  her  appeal  November  7,  1900. 
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The  facts  as  disclosed  at  a  special  examination  made  in  July,  1900, 
are  as  follows: 

The  claimant,  about  January  1,  1874,  commenced  living  with  the 
soldier  as  his  wife.  There  was  no  marriage  ceremony,  but  they 
mutually  agreed  to  form  a  matrimonial  union,  and  so  lived  together 
as  husband  and  wife,  and  were  so  recognized  until  the  death  of  the 
soldier  in  1890. 

It  fui*ther  appears  that  the  soldier  had  formed  a  similar  union  in 
1863  with  one  Amanda  Burke,  which  continued  until  about  1871  or 
1872,  when  the  soldier  and  Amanda  separated,  without  the  formalities 
of  a  divorce,  and  Amanda  four  years  thereafter  was  ceremonially  mar- 
ried to  another  man. 

It  also  appears  by  claimant's  own  testimony  that  prior  to  her  said 
union  with  the  soldier  she  (claimant)  had  maintained  similar  relations 
with  one  Edwards,  but  had  voluntarily  separated  f  i*om  him  on  account 
of  ill-treatment. 

Both  Edwards  and  Amanda  were  living  at  date  of  soldier's  death. 

Claimant's  union  with  the  soldier  was  consummated  in  Mississippi, 
as  was  also  the  union  of  soldier  with  Amanda  Burke. 

The  constitution  of  Mississippi,  ratified  December  1, 1869,  provides: 

That  all  persons  who  have  not  been  married,  but  are  living  together  and  cohabit- 
ing as  man  and  wife,  shall  be  taken  and  held  for  all  purposes  in  law  as  married,  and 
their  children,  whether  bom  before  or  after  the  ratification  of  this  constitution,  shall 
be  legitimate,  and  the  legislature  may,  by  law,  punish  adultery  and  concubinage. 

At  the  date  of  the  adoption  of  this  constitution  the  soldier  was  living 
with  Amanda  Burke  as  her  husband  and  was  so  recognized  by  his 
friends  and  acquaintances. 

They  were  therefore  husband  and  wife,  and  their  subsequent  mutual 
separation  did  not  opei*ate  to  dissolve  the  matrimonial  union  so  formed. 

If  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife,  so  created  by  the  organic  law 
of  the  State,  could  be  dissolved  by  the  caprice  of  one  or  both  of  the 
parties  to  the  union  this  constitutional  provision  would  be  without 
force  and  would  foster  concubinage. 

It  follows  that,  the  soldier  having  a  lawful  wife  living  at  date  of  his 
union  with  claimant,  such  union  was  illegal  at  its  inception,  and  so 
continued  at  least  until  the  death  or  divorce  of  his  former  wife, 
Amanda  Burke,  neither  of  which  events  occurred  during  the  lifetime 
of  soldier. 

The  claimant  not  being  the  legal  widow  of  soldier  the  action  of  the 
Bureau  is  affirmed. 
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MAKRIAGB— irVlI)£NC£— IMP£I>IMi:in7--PIiEST7MFTION. 

Cathebine  Jacobs  (widow). 

Cbumant  and  soldier  continued  to  live  and  cohabit  together  as  husband  and  wife  for 
ten  years  after  the  death  of  his  first  wife  and  up  to  the  time  of  his  death,  during 
which  time,  and  for  fifteen  years  prior  thereto,  they  were  generally  reputed  and 
acknowledged  to  be  husband  and  wife. 

HeUU  That  under  the  laws  of  Missouri  a  contract  of  marriage  between  the  parties 
sabeequent  to  the  death  of  soldier's  first  wife  may  be  presumed,  and  hereby  is 
piesomed,  and  appellant  is  the  lawful  widow  of  soldier. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L.  Camphdl  to  the  GoniTrmsioiier  of  Pensions^ 

November  96,  1902. 

This  appellant,  Catherine  Jacobs,  on  February  7, 1898,  filed  a  claim, 
No.  670199,  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  widow  of 
Faith  Jacobs,  who  was  a  member  of  Company  C,  Sixty-fifth  United 
States  Colored  Infantry,  from  February  8,  1864,  to  January  8,  1867, 
and  who  died  January  9,  1898. 

Said  claim  was  rejected  in  October,  1900,  on  the  ground  that — 

The  claimant  is  not  the  legal  widow  of  the  soldier,  it  heing  shown  by  special  exam- 
ination that  he  had  a  former  wife,  Mar>%  living  and  undivorced  when  married  to 
claimant,  and  the  said  former  wife  died  after  said  marriage;  that  no  new  ceremony 
of  marriage  was  performed  between  claimant  and  soldier  after  the  removal  of  the 
impediment  to  a  valid  marriage. 

Payment  to  claimant  of  the  soldier's  accrued  pension  was  also 
refused,  on  the  same  date,  and  on  the  same  ground;  and  on  October 
25,  1900,  she  appealed,  through  her  attorney,  contending  that  the 
soldier's  first  marriage,  being  a  slave  marriage,  was  invalid  and  void, 
and  was  never  ratified  or  legalized  in  any  way,  and  that  her  own  formal 
marriage  to  him  in  1873  was  therefore  valid. 

The  soldier  died  in  Cooper  County,  Mo.,  and  appears  to  have  resided 
in  that  State  most  if  not  all  of  his  life,  and  both  alleged  marriages 
were  there  contracted.  In  her  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
therefore,  appellant  must,  as  provided  in  the  act  of  August  7,  1882, 
establish  a  legal  marriage  according  to  the  laws  of  that  State,  section 
4705  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  relative  to  proving  marriage,  for  pen- 
sionable purposes,  in  certain  cases  of  colored  and  Indian  soldiers, 
having  no  application  to  such  claims  (Eliza  J.  Ellis,  12  P.  D.,  159). 
In  her  claim  for  the  soldier's  accrued  pension,  however,  proof  under 
said  section  may  be  made  (Maria  Merritt,  10  P.  D.,  157). 

Testimony  taken  on  special  examination  in  the  appealed  claim  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  shows  the  soldier  while  a  slave  was  married 
according  to  slavery  customs  to  one  Mary,  that  he  lived  with  her  as 
his  wife  up  to  his  enlistment  and,  without  any  further  solemnization, 
for  some  time  after  his  discharge,  when  she  left  him  (or  he  her  for 
her  fault)  and  married  another  man,  with  whom  she  lived  until  her 
death,  about  1888;  that  after  she  left  him  and  had  married  he,  also, 
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by  a  formal  ceremony,  remarried  March  6,  1873,  to  this  claimant 
and  lived  with  her  thereafter  until  his  death. 

These  facts  are  well  established  and  are  not  controverted,  and  are, 
in  fact,  admitted  by  this  claimant.  There  is  record  evidence  of  her 
formal  marriage  to  the  soldier,  and  marital  acknowledgment,  cohabi- 
tation, and  reputation  from  the  date  of  their  marriage  is  fully  shown, 
no  question  as  to  the  validity  of  their  assumed  relation  appearing  ever 
to  have  been  i*aised  until  the  filing  of  this  claim  (except  as  is  herein- 
after referred  to). 

The  supreme  court  of  Missouri  has  distinctly  held  that  in  that  State 
a  slave  marriage  was  "  absolutely  void  in  legal  contemplation"  (John- 
son V.  Johnson,  45  Mo.,  595).  The  court  states,  however,  in  that  case, 
a  suit  for  divorce,  that,  as  a  marriage  under  the  age  of  consent  or  while 
insane  was,  at  common  law,  voidable  only,  and  capable  of  complete 
validation  by  cohabitation  after  the  age  of  consent,  or  during  a  lucid 
interval  in  the  case  of  one  insane  at  the  time  of  marriage,  so  also  as  to 
a  slave  marriage,  "we  perceive  no  good  reason  for  holding  that  the 
contract  ma}'^  not  be  assented  to  and  ratified  after  the  incapacity  or 
disability  is  removed,"  and  such  marriage  "from  the  moment  of  free- 
dom, although  dormant  during  slavery,  produced  all  the  effects  which 
resulted  from  such  contract  among  free  pei*sons,"  the  slave's  moral 
power  to  consent  being  sufficient,  the  court  sav,  to  make  his  slave 
marriage  thus  a  voidable  one  only;  citing  Girod  v.  Lewis,  7  Martin 
(La.),  559;  McReynolds  v.  State,  5  Cold.  (Tenn.),  18. 

Also,  in  the  very  recent  case  of  Lee  v,  Lee  (161  Mo.,  52),  an  action 
for  partition  in  which  the  question  of  legitimacy  of  one  born  in  slavery 
of  a  slave  marriage  arose,  while  that  action  was  decided  under  the 
statute  declaring  a  person  so  born  legitimate,  the  writer  of  the  deci- 
sion used  the  following  expressive  language,  referring  to  the  holding 
by  "some  State  courts"  that  a  slave  marriage  was  absolutely  void, 
because  at  common  law  marriage  was  considered  a  civil  contract,  and 
the  slave  was  entirely  incapable  in  law  of  making  any  such  contract: 

The  writer  of  this  opinion,  speaking  for  himself  alone,  deems  that  a  very  narrow 
view  of  the  subject.  The  common  law  is  never  so  rigid  as  to  require  the  same  rules 
to  be  applied  to  all  conditions,  reganiloss  of  reason  and  justice.  Marriage  is  a  con- 
tract, but  it  is  something  more;  it  is  a  relation,  and  upon  that  relation  is  founded 
the  moral  strength  and  well-being  of  mankind.  *  *  *  It  is  said  he  (the  slave) 
could  not  consent  because  he  could  not  contract;  *  *  *  what  he  lacked  of  civil 
rights  the  master  had  for  him;  so,  though  he  might  lack  the  technical  power  to  (x>n- 
sent,  yet  when  his  master  gave  his  consent  it  supplied  what  he  lackeil.  These  mar- 
riages of  slaves  were  often  solemnized  in  the  presence  of  the  master,  and  by  the 
same  priest  or  minister  who  officiated  at  such  ceremonies  in  the  master's  family. 
And  that  relation  w-as  not  infrequently  observed  by  them  as  sacredly  as  by  those  in 
more  fortunate  condition.  It  seems  to  the  writer  that  it  would  be  degrading  to  our 
law  to  say  that  it  could  recognize  no  distinction  between  such  a  marriage  and  con- 
cubinage. This  is  the  view  taken  of  the  subject  by  the  courts  of  Ix>uisiana  and  Ten- 
nessee (Girod  V.  Lewis,  7  Martin,  569;  Pierre  v.  Fontenette,  25  La.  An.,  617;  Brown  v. 
Cheatham,  91  Tenn.,  97). 
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It  must  therefore  be  held  herein  that  there  was  a  valid  marriage 
between  the  soldier  and  his  first  consort,  Marv.  Their  cohabitation 
subsequent  to  their  emancipation  ratified  and  validated  their  prior 
slave  marriage,,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  case  to  indicate  any  disso- 
lution of  such  marriage,  iiside  from  the  presumption  of  innocence 
raised  by  the  fact  of  the  remarriage  of  each. 

In  Klein  r.  Landman  (29  Mo.,  259),  an  action  of  slander,  the  defend- 
ant having  charged  the  plaintiff  with  a  prior  marriage,  the  supreme 
court  held  that — 

After  they  (the  plaintiffs)  had  produced  their  marriage  certificate,  with  proof  of 
cohabitation  as  husband  and  wife  sinc^  its  date,  the  presumption  was  this  marriage 
was  a  lawful  one,  and  that  the  former  marriage  in  Germany,  if  any  such  was  estab- 
lished, had  been  dissolved. 

and  also  that  this  presumption  would  -obtain  even  were  the  former 
hu8l)and  shown  to  be  living. 

The  decision  in  Klein  v.  Landman  was  followed  in  the  case  of 
Wallingham  v,  Wallingham  (21  Mo.  App.,  609),  an  action  for  nullity 
of  a  marria«2e  on  the  ground  of  a  prior  marriage,  in  which  the  court 
held  that  ''an  actual  marriage  (of  defendant)  with  plaintiff  being 
conceded,  the  presumption  in  favor  of  defendant's  innocence  will  raise 
the  inference  that  her  marriage  with  Gavin  was  dissolved." 

While,  therefore,  there  is  a  legal  presumption  that  there  was  a 
divorce  from  soldier's  first  marriage  prior  to  his  marriage  to  appellant, 
this  presumption  is,  clearly,  only  a  disputable  one,  and  a  jury  is  at 
li>)erty  to  find  a  divorce  or  not  in  fact  (1  Greenleaf  on  Ev.,  sec.  34; 
Mary  C.  Orr,  10  P.  D.,  348,  11  P.  D.,  131;  Caroline  Wagner,  12 
P.  D.,  134). 

The  testimony  as  to  the  question  of  a  divorce  is  conflicting.  Most 
of  the  witnesses  •"don't  know  of  an}'^  divorce."  Two  think  there  was 
a  divorce.  One  says  merely  ''  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose"  there  was 
one.  A  daughter  bv  the  first  wife  never  heard  of  any.  One  savs  he 
thinks  soldier  "just  left  "his  first  wife  because  she  had  a  child  by 
another  man.  Another  savs  there  was  no  divorce,  and  that  he  would 
have  known  of  it  had  there  been  one.  Another  says  soldier,  after  his 
separation  from  his  first  wife,  wanted  to  marry  the  witness'  sister,  but 
their  mother  objected  because  his  first  wife  was  living,  and  he  then 
went  to  Jefferson  City  and  married  claimant.  The  re(*ords  of  the 
courts  of  Cooper  and  Cole  counties.  Mo.,  wherein  both  parties  lived, 
fail  to  show  any  divorce. 

It  is  apparent  from  tliis  evidence  that  there  was,  in  fact,  no  divorce 
from  soldier's  first  marriage,  and  that  the  legal  presumption  of  a 
divorce  therefrom  can  not  obtain  herein.  His  marriage  to  appellant, 
therefore,  was  void,  as  "no  length  of  separation  can  dissolve  the  mar- 
riage tie.  Nothing  short  of  the  actual  death  of  one  of  the  conti-at^ting 
parties,  or  the  decree  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  can  sever 
the  marriage  relationship"  (Pain  v.  Pain,  37  Mo.  App.,  110);  and  the 
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claimant'8  good  faith  in  remarrying  "could  not  give  any  validity  to 
the  second  marriage"  (ibid). 

It  is  seen,  however,  that  the  soldier  and  appellant  continued  to  live 
and  cohabit  as  husband  and  wife  for  ten  years  after  the  death  of  his 
first  wife,  and  as  acknowledgment,  cohabitation,  and  reputation  are, 
in  Missouri,  as  generally  presumptive  evidence  of  marriage  (Cargile 
V.  Wood,  63  Mo.,  501),  common-law  marriage  being  valid  in  that  State 
(Dyer  v.  Brannock,  66  Mo.,  391;  State  v,  Bittick,  103  Mo.,  183),  the 
question  arises  whether  such  acknowledgment,  cohabitation,  and  repu- 
tation during  said  period  of  ten  years,  when  no  impediment  to  the 
marriage  of  either  existed,  sufficiently  establish,  prima  facie,  a 
common-law  marriage  between  them. 

In  Cargile  'l\  Wood,  supra,  it  is  stated: 

When  a  particular  status  exlste  the  law  will  presume  its  continuance,  and  when  it 
is  asserted  it  has  been  changed  some  evidence  of  that  fact  must  \)e  produced.  When 
the  connection  is  illicit  in  its  origin,  the  presumption  is  tliat  it  is  likely  to  continue 
so,  and  if  it  is  alleged  that  it  was  subsequently  changed,  it  must  be  shown  at  what 
time.it  became  lawful.    *    *    * 

In  that  case  the  cohabitation  was  illicit  at  its  inception,  and  it  was 
left  to  the  jury  to  decide  from  all  the  evidence  whether  there  was  a 
subsequent  marriage.  Also,  in  the  case  of  Dyer  v.  Branpock,  supra, 
the  question  of  marriage  or  not  was  left  to  the  jury. 

In  Adair  f\  Mette  (156  Mo.,  496),  an  action  of  ejectment,  wherein 
parties,  after  cohabiting,  with  acknowledgment  and  reputation  of 
marriage,  for  several  years  (the  legitimacy  of  a  child  l)orn  of  such 
cohabitation  being  in  issue),  had  entered  into  a  written  contract  (held 
by  the  court  te  be  invalid)  agreeing  to  marry,  and  in  pursuance  of 
such  contract  had  subsequently  formally  married,  the  supreme  court 
held  that  an  instruction  that  the  jury  should  exclude  from  considera- 
tion said  contract,  and  said  subsequent  fonnal  marriage,  and  determine 
the  question  of  a  marriage  from  acknowledgment^  cohabitation,  and 
reputation  alone,  was  "converting  what  in  law  is  onl}*^  a  rebuttable 
presumption  into  a  conclusive  one  in  effect,"  and  that  "  this  was  pal- 
pable and  prejudicial  error  for  which  the  judgment  should  be  reversed." 
All  facts  tending  for  and  against  a  marriage  should,  the  court  say,  go 
to  the  jury.     See,  also,  Stevenson's  Heirs  v,  McReary  (20  Miss.,  56). 

The  only  adverse  legal  presumption  which  would  apparently  govern 
a  jury  in  considering  this  appellant's  ca.se  is  that  mentioned  in  the 
case  of  Cargile  r.  Wood,  supra,  viz,  that  "  when  the  connection  is 
illicit  in  its  origin  *  *  *  it  is  likely  to  continue  so,"  in  which  case 
"  if  it  is  alleged  that  it  was  subsequently  changed,  it  must  be  shown 
at  what  time  it  became  lawful;"  and  it  is  further  stated  in  that  case 
that  "when  parties  have  cohabited  together  and  held  themselves  out 
as  man  and  wife,  and  there  are  circumstances  from  which  a  present 
contract  may  be  inferred,  the  law,  out  of  charity  and  in  favor  of  inno- 
cence and  good  morals,  will  presume  matrimony." 
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It  must  be  admitted  there  is  little  in  evidence  herein  indicating  any 
change  of  relation.  The  parties  merely  continued  to  acknowledge 
themselves  to  be  husband  and  wife,  to  cohabit  as  such,  and  to  be 
reputed  to  be  such.  Necessarily,  however,  such  acknowledgment  and 
reputation  must  be  viewed  in  a  different  light  from  the  acknowledg- 
ment and  reputation  prior  to  the  first  wife's  death.  The  latter  acts 
must  be  regarded  in  the  light  of  the  then  existing  impediment  to  mar- 
riage and  as,  therefore,  nugatory  as  facts  tending  to  indicate  marriage. 
The  former  acts,  however,  must  be  regarded  in  the  light  that  no 
impediment  to  marriage  then  existed  and,  giving  effect  to  the  general 
presumption  of  innocence,  as  indicating  consequently  a  present  valid 
matrimonial  relation. 

In  Mississippi  the  courts  hold  on  similar  facts  that  marriage  may  be 
presumed  from  the  fact  of  continuance,  after  removal  of  an  impedi- 
ment, of  cohabitation  which  had  been  bona  fide  and  not  meretricious  in 
character  (Minerva  Brown,  11  P.  D.,  266);  and  even  in  one  case,  Floyd 
V.  Calvert  (53  Miss.,  37),  where  the  prior  cohabitation  was  in  "con- 
fessed adultery,"  the  courtsaid  the  continuance  of  cohabitation  "might 
of  itself  be  a  strong  circumstance  to  show  *  *  *  the  desire  to 
assume  toward  each  other  a  new  and  lawful  relationship."  It  has  been 
similarly  held  in  New  York  (Nora  O'Brien,  12  P.  D.,  32).  In  Cau- 
joUe  V.  Ferrie  (23  N.  Y.,  90)  the  court  held  that— 

The  presamption  that  an  intercourse  illicit  in  its  origin  continued  to  be  of  that 
character  may  be  repelled  by  a  contrary  presumption  in  favor  of  marriage  and  of  the 
legitimacy  of  ofEspring,  although  the  circumstances  fail  to  show  when  or  how  the 
change  from  concubinage  to  matrimony  took  place. 

From  the  character  of  the  parties  in  this  case  and  the  circumstances 
shown  it  does  not  appear  that  they  ever  intended  other  than  a  matri- 
monial union.  They  were  colored  people  who  had  but  recently 
emerged  from  the  bonds  of  slavery,  and  whose  ideas  of  law  were 
doubtless  immature  and  untrained.  His  first  wife  having,  it  is  stated, 
been  unfaithful  to  him,  left  him  and  married  another,  he  evidently 
regarded  himself  as  free  to  marry  again  also,  and  having  done  so  and 
lived  in  that  relation  with  appellant  during  the  fifteen  years  subse- 
quently without  any  molestation  in  such  relation  by  the  law,  it  is  not 
inconceivable  that  neither  he  nor  appellant  saw  any  necessity  in  law 
for  a  formal  second  marriage  after  his  first  wife's  death.  The  entire 
course  of  their  married  lives  conformed  to  the  law  and  habits  of  mar- 
ried people,  and,  as  stated,  no  question  appears  ever  to  have  been  raised 
during  their  joint  lives  as  to  the  matrimonial  character  of  their  rela- 
tions. The  single  adverse  feature  in  the  case  bearing  on  the  question 
of  illicit  intent  on  the  part  of  the  soldier  is  the  testimony  of  one  wit- 
ne&s  that  he  was  refused  marriage  with  the  witness'  sister  l)ecause  of 
bis  having  a  living  wife.  This  testimony,  standing  alone,  is  too  weak 
to  warrant  a  holding  that  the  entire  cohabitation  between  him  and 
appellant  during  the  long  period  of  twenty -five  years  was  intentionally 
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illicit.  Their  conduct  during  this  period  argues  most  stronglj^  to  the 
contrary.  While  the  law  will  not  force  marriage  upon  any,  it  will 
nevertheless  hold  those  to  be  married  who  intend  marriage,  if  such 
holding  be  within  legal  possibility  (Dickerson  v.  Brown,  49  Miss., 
373). 

The  Department  is  convinced  that  the  facts  shown  in  evidence  would 
be  held  by  the  courts  of  Missouri  sufficient  to  sustain  a  finding  M^  a 
jury  that  there  was  a  valid  marriage  between  the  soldier  and  appellant 
existing  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  that  she  is,  consequently,  his 
widow.  It  is  therefore  held  that  she  has  sufficiently^  established  such 
marriage  and  that  she  is  his  widow,  and  the  action  appealed  from  is 
reversed  accordingly. 

marbiagb-evidknce— presumption  of  death— kentucky. 

Nancy  Nolen  (widow). 

A  marriage  duly  and  formally  entered  into  is  presumed  to  be  valid;  and  slight  evi- 
dence is  held  su£Scient  to  warrant  a  finding  of  fact  that  death  of  a  prior  consort 
occurred  within  a  period  of  seven  years  prior  to  such  marriage,  when  such  fact  is 
essential  to  make  it  valid. 

Ajmstcmt  Secretary  7^^.  Z.  Campbell  to  the  CommiA^sioner  of  Peii^ions^ 

No^veinber  25,  1902. 

This  is  a  motion,  filed  July  25,  1902,  for  reconsideration  of  depart- 
mental decision  of  July  12,  1902,  affirming  rejection  of  appellant's 
claim  for  widow's  pension  on  the  ground  that  she  is  not  shown  to  be 
the  soldier's  widow,  the  death  of  her  former  husband  not  being 
established. 

It  is  contended  in  this  motion  that  there  is,  in  said  decision — 

a  misconception  of  facts  and  a  misapplication  of  law ;  that  the  burden  is  upon  the 
Government  to  show  the  claimant's  former  husband  is  alive,  and  that  said  former 
hosliand  should  be  presumed  to  l>e  dead  in  order  to  sustain  her  marriage  to  the 
soldier. 

The  claimant  admits  her  former  marriage  to  one  Samuel  Jefferson, 
and  states  that  in  November,  1861,  he  enlisted  in  Compan}'  D,  Twenty- 
second  Kentucky  Infantry,  secured  a  leave  of  absence  a  few  weeks 
later,  and  after  remaining  at  their  home  a  few  days  left,  deserting  the 
service,  and  saying  if  he  was  alive  at  the  expiration  of  his  term  of 
enlistment  he  would  return;  that  in  1863  she  was  told  by  one  George 
Rice,  who  came  back  from  Pennsylvania,  said  Jefferson's  old  home,  to 
her  home  in  Kentucky,  that  he  had  seen  said  Jefferson  in  Pennsyl- 
vania, and  that  he  was  dead;  and  that  accordingly,  two  years  later, 
hearing  nothing  further  of  him,  she  married  the  soldier  Nolen,  with 
whom  she  lived  thereafter  until  his  death,  in  1892. 

The  only  testimony  in  support  of  claimant's  statement  as  to  said  Jef- 
ferson is  that  of  her  niece,  who  says  merely  that  she  remembers  her 
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uncle,  Samuel  Jefferson;  that  he  enlisted  in  the  Army,  oanie  home,  and 
left  the  country  and  never  returned;  that  ''it  was  nuiiored*'  ho  was 
dead,  and  that  his  brother  told  her  he  was  dead;  also  the  testimony  of 
a  former  schoolmate  of  claimant  that  said  Jefferson  enlisted  in  the 
Army,  deserted  claimant,  left  the  country,  and  never  returned;  that 
''it  has  been  the  rumor  of  the  country  that  he  was  dead,"  and  that 
after  some  years  claimant  remarried. 

The  name  Samuel  Jefferson  is  not  found  on  the  rolls  of  Company  D, 
Twentj'^-second  Kentucky  Infantr}^  and  it  is  not  shown  whether  any 
claim  for  pension  was  ever  filed  in  that  name. 

It  is  noted  that  claimant's  marriage  to  the  soldier  Nolen  was  four 
j^ears  only  after  the  alleged  desertion  of  her  by  said  Jefferson,  when 
the  latter  was  last  definitely  known,  apparently,  to  be  alive,  for  while 
she  claims  to  have  had  the  report  of  his  death  from  Rice  in  1863,  she 
does  not  say  when  Rice  said  he  had  died.  This  case,  therefore,  does 
not  come  within  the  same  rule  as  that  of  Amy  Collins  (12  P.  D.,  292), 
cited  by  appellant,  which  was  decided  under  the  Kentucky  statute  and 
decisions  as  to  ren»  .Triage  after  five  years'  absence  of  a  former  husband 
or  wife. 

A  remarriage  "  where  there  is  a  husband  or  wife  living  from  whom 
the  person  marrying  has  not  been  divorced  "  is  declared  by  the  Ken- 
tuckj-  statute  to  be  void  (sec.  2,  art.  1,  ch.  52). 

And  said  State  statute  also  provides  that — 

If  any  person  who  shall  have  resided  in  this  State  go  from  and  do  not  return  to 
this  State  for  seven  successive  years,  he  shall  be  presumed  to  }ye  dead  in  any  case 
wherein  his  death  shall  come  in  question,  unless  proof  be  made  that  he  was  alive 
within  that  time.     (Sec.  16,  ch.  37.) 

And  the  court  held  in  Bank  of  Louisville  v.  Board  of  School  Trustees 
(83  Ky.,  230)  that  this  latter  statute  did  not  exclude  proof  under  the 
coDMDon-law  rule  as  to  presumption  of  death,  and  that,  on  proof  of 
seven  years'  absence,  "the  burden  shifts,  the  presumption  of  life 
ceases,  and  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  party  asserting  it  to  show  that 
the  person  was  alive  within  that  time;"  a  failure  for  twenty  3^ears  to 
di'aw  a  bank  deposit  being  held  in  that  case  suflScient  to  raise  the 
presumption  of  the  depositor's  death. 

It  was  also  held  in  the  case  of  Kendrick,  etc.,  v.  Grand  Lodge 
A.  O.  U.  W.  (8  Kentucky  L.  B.,  149),  citing  Davie  v.  Briggs  (97  U.  S., 
G28),  that— 

The  presumption  of  law  that  a  person  is  dead  where  lie  hae  l)een  absent  from  hia 
domicile  for  seven  years  without  being  heard  from  relates  only  to  the  fact  of  deatli, 
and  the  time  of  death,  whenever  it  is  material,  must  be  a  subject  of  distinct  proof. 
The  fact  of  death  alone  being  presumed,  the  jury  nmst  fix  the  date  according  to  the 
circumstances  of  the  particular  case.  *  *  ♦  If  there  is  nothing  from  which  death 
could  be  inferred  at  a  time  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  seven  yean?,  then  the 
plaintiff,  upon  whom  re«tfl  the  onus  of  proving  death  at  a  particular  perio<i  before 
the  expiration  of  the  seven  years,  must  fail. 
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And  in  Sneed  v:  Ewing  et  al.  (5  J.  J.  M.,  490),  a  case  quite  similar 
in  its  facts  to  appellant's,  the  court  stated  (the  italics  being  the 
court's): 

In  this  case  Prince  abandoned  the  mother  of  Mrs.  Ewing  without  any  known  or 
assigned  cause,  intending  never  to  return.  He  never  did  return.  But  the  law  would 
not  presume  his  death  at  the  date  of  Moore's  marriage  (1806),  because  then  he  had 
been  absent  only  about  three  years,  and  one  witness  has  sworn  he  was  alive  in  1809. 

The  court  in  that  case  refused,  however,  to  decide  whether  there 
was  a  marriage  to  said  Prince  or  whether  he  was  dead  at  the  remarriage 
to  Moore,  as  '^  this  Is,"  they  said,  'Hhe  province  of  the  jurj'^,"  and  they 
remanded  the  case  accordingly  for  a  jury  trial. 

In  a  case,  however,  where  two  only  of  three  executors  had  signed  a 
certain  deed,  and  the  pleadings  alleged  the  de^th  of  the  third  executor, 
the  court  presumed  as  a  matter  of  law  that  such  death  was  prior  to 
the  execution  of  said  deed  (Elardin's  Ex.  v.  Harrington,  11  Bush,  367). 

But  the  American  courts  have  held  generally  that  the  question 
whether  a  prior  marriage  was  dissolved  by  death  or  divorce  at  the 
time  of  remarriage  of  one  of  the  parties  to  such  prior  marriage  is  one 
of  fact,  merely,  for  the  jury  to  determine  from  all  the  evidence  in  the 
case;  the  jury  being  instructed,  however,  that  every  presumption  is 
entertained  in  order  to  sustain;  and  the  law  favors  strongly  a  marriage 
entered  into  in  due  legal  form  and  in  the  honest  belief  by  the  parties 
themselves  of  the  capacity  of  each  to  contract  such  marriage;  and 
especially  is  such  a  marriage  favored  when  it  has  remained  unques- 
tioned for  very  many  years,  or  children  have  been  born  thereof,  or  one 
of  the  parties  thereto  has  died,  and  but  slight  evidence  is  accepted  in 
such  eases  as  sufficient  to  sustain  a  verdict  finding  the  first  husband's 
or  wife's  death  or  divorce  prior  to  such  remarriage.  (See  decisions 
cited  in  Louisa  C.  Germain,  11  P.  D.,  66;  Esther  A.  Palmer,  ibid., 
320;  Minerva  Brown,  ibid.,  266;  Nora  O'Brien,  12  P.  D.,  32;  Mar- 
garet E.  Harnden,  ibid.,  278;  Mahala  Viles,  ibid.,  468.) 

It  is  noted  that  the  above-quoted  statute  of  Kentucky  does  not,  nor 
do  the  statutes  of  most  of  the  States,  declare  a  remarriage  to  be  void 
merely  because  of  the  prior  marriage,  but  only  if  the  former  consort 
be  "alive"  and  undivorced  at  the  time  of  the  remarriage.  There  is, 
certainly  in  this  case  nothing  whatever  to  indicate  that  appellant's 
first  husband,  Jefferson,  was  alive  at  the  time  of  her  marriage  to 
Nolen,  and  if  the  later  marriage  is  to  be  held  void  under  the  statute  it 
must  be  so  held  upon  the  bare  presumption  of  the  continuance  of 
Jefferson's  life,  a  presumption  of  fact  which  has  little  force,  in  view  of 
the  forty  years  which  have  elapsed  since  he  was  la.st  known  to  be  alive, 
and  which  is  counterbalanced  by  the  strong  presumptions  above 
referred  to  attending  her  remarriage. 

Bishop,  in  Marriage,  Divorce,  and  Separation,  section  961,  says 
positively: 
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If,  while  this  presninption  of  the  continued  life  of  an  al)6ent  party  to  a  marriage 
remains,  the  other  enters  into  a  second  marriage,  the  presumption  of  the  innocence 
of  such  marriage  operates  as  a  counter  presumption  of  death.  Should  it  be  urged 
that  m  natural  reason  the  marriage  does  not  render  the  death  more  probable,  the 
reply  is  that  actual  belief  and  conclusion  from  presumption  are  not  necessarily  identi- 
cal, yet  truly  the  marriage  is  an  added  ground  for  inferring  death.  For  right-minded 
men  and  women,  as  all  are  assumed  to  be,  will  not  knowingly  commit  polygamy.  And 
one  who  has  lived  in  matrimony  with  another  can  judge  l)etter  than  a  stranger  of  the 
probability  of  the  other's  death  under  the  special  facts  best  known  to  him,  so  that 
in  the  particular  instance  his  conclunion  is  more  likely  to  be  right  than  the  general 
rule  of  the  law,  which  was  founded  by  strangers  for  the  average  person  and  case. 

It  appears,  therefore,  to  be  the  law  in  Kentucky,  as  in  most  of  the 
States,  that  while  death  within  the  period  of  seven  years  will  not  be 
presumed  as  a  matter  of  law  in  order  to  sustain  a  remarriage  within 
that  period  (as  held  in  the  case  of  Sneed  v,  Ewing,  supra),  yet  the  jury 
may  find  such  death  as  a  fact;  and  the  prevailing  American  decisions 
appear  to  accept  very  slight  evidence  as  sufficient  to  sustain  such  a 
finding. 

In  this  case  it  appears  that  said  Jefferson  stated  when  he  left  appel- 
lant in  1861  that  he  would  return  at  the  end  of  the  war  if  he  were 
then  alive.  There  was  apparently  a  rumor  of  his  death,  and  two 
people,  one  a  brother,  appear  to  have  known  of  his  death.  The  fact 
itself  of  her  remarriage  under  these  circumstances  tends,  in  the  view 
stated  by  Bishop,  to  establish  Jefferson's  death.  And  the  fact  that  it 
is  now  forty  yeai's  since  he  was  last  known  to  be  alive  is  admissible, 
and  of  considerable  weight  as  in  support  of  said  rumor  and  report  as 
to  the  fact  of  death  prior  to  her  remarriage.  (See  Nora  O'Brien, 
supra;  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  114  111.,  611.) 

This  hearsay  testimony  as  to  the  report  of  Jefferson's  death,  espe- 
cially that  concerning  said  Rice,  is,  however,  of  doubtful  admissibility. 
In  Dudley  v.  Grayson  (6  Mon.,  263)  the  court  held  that  a  witness' 
testimony  that  one  Johnson  in  Missouri,  where  the  absent  party  was, 
had  told  him  such  party  was  dead,  is  inadmissible,  it  not  being  shown 
who  said  Johnson  was,  or  what  means  of  knowledge  of  the  fact  stated 
by  him  he  had,  or  whether  he  was  any  relative  to  said  party,  but  he 
app)earing  to  be,  as  stated,  an  ''entire  stranger,"  as  Rice  in  this  case 
appears  to  have  been.  And  also  in  Smothers  v.  Mudd  (9  B.  M.,  492) 
the  court  held  that  the  testimony  of  witnesses  that  certain  parties  had 
told  them  the  one  whose  death  had  been  presumed  under  the  seven- 
year  rule  was  alive  was  inadmissible,  it  not  being  shown  that  such 
[jarties  themselves  were  unprocurable  as  witnesses.  •* 

In  view  of  these  deficiencies  in  the  testimony,  and  of  its  general 
meagemess,  this  claim  should  be  thoroughly  specially  examined  in 
order  to  ascertain  more  fullv  the  facts  as  to  said  .Fefferson — his  and 
appellant's  family  relations;  whether  pleasant  or  not,  and  whether  lie 
was  much  attached  to  their  homo;  where  in  Pennsvlvania  was  his  ''old 
home;"  who  his  relatives  there  or  elsewhere  were;  who  said  Rice  was, 
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and  what  means  of  knowledge  he  may  have  had  as  to  said  Jefferson, 
and  just  what  he  stated  as  to  the  latter s  death;  the  name  of  Jefferson's 
brother  who  is  said  to  have  told  of  his  death;  and  the  testimony  of  any 
of  these  who  may  he  now  living  should,  if  possible,  be  obtained,  ag 
also  a  full  deposition  from  appellant. 

The  papers  are  returned  herewith  for  special  examination  of  the 
claim  on  the  line  indicated,  to  be  retransmitted,  on  completion  thereof, 
for  the  final  disposition  of  the  motion  on  its  merits. 


MAUKIAGE— ILLINOIS— MISSOURI— E\ni>EN0E—rilESUMPT10N. 

Leticia  C.  a.  Spencer  (widow). 

In  either  Illinois  or  Missouri,  where  a  marriage  duly  and  formally  entered  into  ir 
h^hown,  a  divorce  from  a  prior  marriage  will,  in  general,  l^e  presumed  in  order  to 
Hustain  such  remarriage. 

Ai<Hli<tant  Stfcretary  F.  L.  Camplxill  to  the  0(munisH'wm^  of  Pensions^ 

Nfyveinher  25,  1902. 

This  appellant,  Leticia  C.  A.  Spencer,  on  May  11, 1S08,  filed  a  claim, 
No.  ()701S5,  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  widow  of 
Franklin  Spencer,  who  was  a  member  of  Company  E,  Eleventh,  and 
of  Company  B,  Fourteenth  Missouri  Volunteer  Cavalry,  from  March 
11,  I8r»2,  to  November  17, 1865,  and  who  died  January  24,  1898,  while 
residing  in  Pike  County,  111. 

Said  claim  was  rejected  in  October,  1900,  on  the  ground  ^'the  claim- 
ant d(»clared  her  inability  to  prove  death  or  divorce  of  former  wife  of 
soldier; ''  and  on  October  25,  1900,  she  appealed,  through  her  attor- 
neys, contending  that  it  is  not  necessary  for  her  to  prove  the  death  or 
divorce  of  the  soldier's  former  wife  in  order  to  establish  her  marriage 
to  him. 

This  claimant  alleges  she  and  soldier  were  married  in  September, 
1808,  in  Paris,  Monroe  County,  Mo.;  that  she  was  never  before  mar- 
ried, and  that  he  had  been  divorced  from  a  former  wife,  and  that  the 
soldier  left  two  children  by  her  under  16  \^ears  of  age;  and  in  a  sub- 
scMjuont  affidavit  she  stiites  she  never  knew  of  an}^  record  of  their 
marriage,  and  can  furnish  no  record  evidence  thereof;  that  the  justici- 
of  the  peace  wiio  married  them  died  about  1887,  or  prior  thereto;  tha: 
all  witnesses  to  their  marriage  were  strangers  to  her,  and  she  knows 
none  of  them;  that  she  saw  his  divorce  from  his  first  wife  many  times, 
but  it  has  been  lost,  and  she  knows  no  one  ''  in  the  country  that  knows 
anvthinjr  about  it."' 

The  only  testimony  filed  herein  is  a  joint  affidavit  b\'  two  affiants 
(one  a  daughter  of  claimant)  stating  they  had  known  the  soldier  and 
claimant  for  eleven  and  for  twenty  years,  respectively,  and  "know 
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that  they  lived  together  as  man  and  wife,  and  were  recognized  as  such 
in  the  commanity  in  which  they  lived." 

Tlie  action  appealed  from  can  not  be  sustjiined.  There  appears  to 
be  sufficient  evidence  herein  to  support,  prima  facie  at  least,  a  mar- 
riage according  to  the  laws  either  of  Missouri  or  of  Illinois,  marriage 
being  provable  herein  under  the  act  of  August  7,  1882,  "according  to 
the  law  of  the  place  where  the  parties  resided  at  the  time  of  marriage 
or  at  the  time  when  the  right  to  pension  accrued." 

The  claimant's  own  testimony  as  to  her  alleged  formal  marriage  to 
the  soldier  in  1868  is  admissible  evidence  of  such  marriage.  In  White 
V,  Maxcy  (64  Mo.,  652),  the  supreme  court  of  Missouri  held  the  plaintiff 
therein,  suing  as  widow  for  damages  for  the  killing  of  her  husband, 
need  not  produce  any  further  evidence  of  marriage  to  the  deceased 
than  her  own  statement  that  they  were  married  in  1857;  had  lived 
together  ever  since,  and  had  had  six  children;  this  being,  the  court 
say,  "amply  sufficient  evidence  of  a  marriage  unless  there  had  been 
testimony  offered  to  show  that  such  cohabitation  was  illicit." 

Also  in  Ashford  v.  Met.  Life  Ins.  Co.  (80  Mo.  App. ,  638)  wherein 
a  written  agreement  of  marriage  was  testified  to  by  the  plaintiff,  and 
there  was  also  testimony  as  to  subsequent  cohabitation  and  repute, 
the  court  stated: 

That  there  was  such  mformal  marriage  the  testimony  of  plaintiff  alone  tended  to 
prove. 

Bat  at  the  trial  it  was  sought  to  more  firmly  establish  the  marriage  by  testimony 
that  plaintiff  and  deceased  cohabitetl  as  husband  and  wife  and  were  reputed  to  be 
husband  and  wife.  The  testimony  of  plaintiff  was  direct  evidence  ti^nding  to  j^rove 
the  marriage  itself.  The  other  testimony  concerning  cohabitation  and  rei)uto  of 
being  husband  and  wife  was  evidence  to  raise  a  presumption  of  marriage,  and  from 
which  a  jury  would  be  authorized  to  infer  a  marriage.  The  two  branches  of  tcnti- 
mony  are  separate  and  distinct,  and  the  court  gave  for  plaintiff  separate  inHtructions, 
one  on  each  branch. 

And  in  Klein  v.  Landman  (29  Mo.,  259),  an  action  for  slander,  the 
defendant  having  charged  the  plaintiff  with  a  prior  marriage,  the  court 
state: 

There  was  no  presumption  that  a  marriage  which  was  proved  to  have  exist^nl  at 
one  time  in  Grermany  continued  to  exist  here  after  i)ositive  proof  of  a  second  mar- 
riage de  facto  here.  The  pre8umi)tion  of  law  is  that  the  conduct  of  parties  is  in  vow- 
it  rmity  to  law  until  the  contrary  is  shown.  That  a  fact  continuous  in  its  nature  will 
1  e  presumcnl  to  continue  after  its  existence  is  once  shown  is  a  presumption  which 
ought  not  to  l>e  allowed  to  overthrow  another  presumption,  of  ecjual  if  not  grciitor 
lont»,  in  favor  of  innocence.  The  fact  of  a  marriage  in  Germany,  which  was  estal)- 
tished  in  this  ca%  by  the  declaration  of  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  was  entirely  consistent 
with  the  validity  of  the  marriage  de  facto,  which,  beyond  all  disputi^,  existed  iH^twicti 
the  parties  here;  and  after  they  had  i)roduced  their  marriage  certifitrate,  with  i)ro<)f  of 
cohabitation  as  husband  and  wife  since  its  date,  the  pn^sumption  wan  this  marriun' 
was  a  lawful  one,  and  that  the  former  marriage  in  Germany,  if  any  such  was  (*HtaI)- 
lished,  had  been  dissolved.  There  was  not  any  evidence  in  this  ca*^!,',  so  far  as  the 
bill  of  exceptions  shows,  that  the  first  husband  of  Mrs.  Klein  was  still  living;  but  if 


70  DECISIONS   BELATTNG   TO   PENSIONS. 

this  had  been  established,  we  think  she  was  stiil  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  favor- 
able presumption  that  the  first  marriage  had  been  dissolved  by  a  divorce,  and  that 
it  was  not  incnml)ent  on  her,  in  this  character  of  action,  and  under  the  pleadings  in 
this  case,  to  prtxluce  a  reconi  of  the  judicial  or  l^islative  proceedings  by  which  the 
divorce  was  effected. 

And  the  case  last  cited  was  followed  in  that  of  Wallingham  v.  Wal- 
linghani  (21  Mo.  App.,  609),  a  suit  for  nullity  of  a  marriage  on  the 
ground  of  a  prior  marriage,  in  which  the  court  say: 

The  actual  marriage  with  plaintiff  being  conceded,  the  presumption  in  favor  of 
defendant's  innocence  will  raise  the  inference  that  her  marriage  with  Gavin  w^as  dis- 
solved. The  conclusion  is  inevitable  from  the  adjudicated  cases  cited  and  numbers 
not  referral  to,  as  well  as  standard  text-writers,  that  in  order  to  invalidate  a  second 
marriage  formally  entered  into  and  proven  in  ax^tual  fact  there  must  be  actual,  as  dis- 
tinguishe<l  from  presumptive,  proof  of  the  first  marriage. 

Similar  holdings  have  been  made  by  the  courts  of  Illinois.  See  Coal 
Run  Coal  Co.  v.  Jones  (127  111.,  379);  Harris  v.  Harris  (8  111.  App., 
67);  Johnson  v.  Johnson  (114  111.,  611);  Cole  v.  Cole  (153  111.,  585); 
Schmisseur  v.  Beatrie  (147  111.,  510). 

It  is,  furthermore,  a  rule  of  evidence  that  the  entire  statement  of  a 
party  must  be  considered,  it  l)eing  the  province  of  the  jury  to  decide 
which  part,  the  favorable  or  the  unfavorable,  shall  govern.  See 
decisions  cited  in  Sarah  Buchanan  (10  P.  D.,  423). 

The  only  testimony  herein  as  to  a  prior  marriage  of  the  soldier  being 
the  claimant's,  which  shows  also  that  such  marriage  was  dissolved  at 
the  time  of  his  remarriage  to  her,  the  validity  of  such  remarriage  is 
established,  at  least  prima  facie. 

The  testimony  herein,  however,  is  exceedingly  meager,  and  it  is 
deemed  advisjible,  before  final  action  on  the  appeal,  that  the  claim  be 
submitted  for  a  thorough  special  examination,  on  which  the  claimant 
should  be  interrogated  particularly  as  to  her  knowledge  concerning 
the  soldier's  alleged  former  marriage  and  divorce  and  as  to  their  own 
marriage;  and  the  public  records  of  the  courts  of  the  places  where  they 
resided  should  be  searched  for  any  record  of  either  marriage  or  of 
divorce  therefrom;  also,  if  found,  the  records  of  said  justice  of  the 
peace  who,  claimant  says,  married  her  and  soldier.  Upon  completion 
of  such  special  examination  all  papers,  which  are  returned  herewith, 
should  be  retransmitted  with  your  report  for  the  final  disposition  of 
the  appeal. 


MAKRIAGE— MARY  T.ANI>-SLA\T^,S— ACT  JITNIC  «7,  1890. 

Rebecca  Reed  (aixe(;ed  w^IK)w). 

Appellant  and  soldier  cohabited  as  slaves  until  soldier's  enlistment.  When  soldier 
returned  from  his  service  he  was  accompanied  by  one  Jane,  who  it  is  claimed 
was  married  to  him  by  a  ceremony  in  North  Carolina;  and  he  and  Jane  cohab- 
ited as  huslmnd  and  wife  until  his  death. 
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In  the  State  of  Maryland,  where  this  appellant  and  soldier  resided  during  their 
oohahitation,  no  marriage  is  legal  without  a  religious  celebration,  and  as  claim- 
ant admits  none  was  had  in  her  case,  she  is  not  the  legal  widow  of  the  soldier 
and  is  not  pensionable  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  Z.  CarrujAdl  to  the  Coirvmissioner  of  Pensions^ 

November  ^9,  190S. 

This  appellant,  Rebecca  Reed,  on  March  1,  1890,  and  Januarj^  15, 
1891,  filed  claims  (No.  239127)  for  pension  under,  respectively,  the 
Revised  Statutes  and  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  as  widow  of  Lewis  Reed, 
who  was  a  member  of  Company  D,  Thirty-ninth  United  States  Colored 
Infantry,  from  March  24,  1864,  to  December  4,  1865,  and  who  died  in 
1868  (date  not  established),  without  having  filed  any  claim  for  pension. 

Said  claims  as  widow  were  rejected  in  August,  1894,  on  the  ground 
that "  the  claimant  is  not  the  legal  widow  of  the  soldier; "  and  on  May 
24,  1900,  she  appealed,  with  no  specific  assignment  of  error,  but 
merely  denying  what  she  says  she  understands  has  been  decided  as  to 
a  contesting  widow,  Jane,  who  on  July  17,  1890,  also  filed  a  claim 
under  said  act  as  widow  of  said  soldier,  which  claim  was  likewise 
rejected  in  August,  1894,  on  the  same  ground  as  appellant's  claims. 

These  several  claims  were  submitted  for  s[)ecial  examination  in 
October,  1892.  The  testimony  then  secured  is  so  conflicting  that  it  is 
exceedingly  difficult  if  not  impossible  to  determine  which  of  these 
claimants,  if  either,  is  the  soldier's  widow. 

Appellant  admits  there  was  no  marriage  ceremony  between  her  and 
the  soldier,  but  only  a  cohabitation  by  them  as  slaves,  with  their  master's 
consent,  which  she  says  was  all  that  was  custonuiry  in  that  locality 
(Calvert  County,  Md.).  The  testimony  fairly  shows  and  it  appears  to 
be  undisputed  by  Jane,  and  unquestioned  by  any  of  the  witnesses,  that 
appellant  and  soldier  did  so  cohabit  as  slave  consorts  up  to  his  enlist- 
ment, several  children  being  born  of  such  cohabitation  and  recognized 
as  his. 

When  he  returned  from  service  Jane  came  with  him,  as  appellant 
admits,  and  Jane  says  she  came  as  his  wife,  by  a  formal  marnage  cere- 
mony in  North  Carolina,  about  the  time  he  came  out  of  the  army.  He 
appears  to  have  cohabited  most  of  the  time  thereafter  with  Jane,  who 
had  three  children  by  him,  and  she  says  he  died  at  her  house,  a  state- 
ment which  is  corroborated  by  the  soldier's  sister  and  others.  Appel- 
lant admits  he  died  away  from  her  home,  she  being  at  her  mother's 
awaiting  confinement,  but  says  he  died  at  his  mother's  where  he  had 
gone  to  look  for  work. 

Jane  admits  he  lived  with  appellant  for  a  week  after  his  return,  but 
a  magistrate,  to  whom  she  applied,  made  him  return  to  her,  she  says. 

The  preponderance  of  the  testimony  in  these  claims  is  to  the  effect 
that  the  soldier  lived  with  Jane  and  declared  her  to  be  and  recognized 
her  as  his  wife  the  most  of  the  time  from  his  return  from  service  until 
his  death,  and  only  made  appellant  occasional  visits.     There   is   no 
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direct  evidence  of  the  alleged  marriage  to  Jane.  She  admits  and  the 
testimony  shows  her  cohabitation  since  the  soldier's  death  with  other 
men,  and  she  was  living  with  a  man  not  her  husband  at  the  time  of 
the  special  examination  herein. 

The  act  of  August  7,  1882,  section  2,  provides — 

That  marriages,  except  such  as  are  mentioned  in  section  4705  of  the  Revised  StatiiteH, 
shall  })e  proven  in  pension  claims  to  he  legal  marriages  according  to  the  law  of  the 
place  where  the  parties  resided  at  the  time  of  marriage  or  at  the  time  when  the  rij^ht 
U)  pension  accrued. 

Said  section  4705  provides  that — 

The  widows  of  colored  and  Indian  soldiers  and  sailors  who  have  died,  or  shall 
hereafter  die,  hy  reason  of  wounds  or  injuries  received  or  disease  contracted  in  the 
military  or  naval  service  of  the  United  States,  and  in  the  line  of  duty,  shall  be 
entitled  to  receive  the  pension  now  provideii  by  law  without  other  evidence  of  mar- 
riage than  satisfactory  proof  that  the  parties  were  joined  in  marriage  by  some  cere- 
mony deemed  by  them  obligatory,  or  habitually  recognized  each  other  as  man  and 
wife,  and  were  so  recognized  by  their  neighbors,  and  lived  together  as  such  up  to 
the  <late  of  enlintment,  when  such  soldier  or  sailor  died  in  the  service  or,  if  other- 
wise, to  (late  of  death.     *    ♦    * 

The  evidence  herein  does  not  satisfactorily  show  that  appellant  and 
soldier  "habitually  recognized  each  other  as  man  and  wife,  and  were 
so  recognized  hy  their  neighbors,  and  lived  together  as  such"  up  to 
the  date  of  his  death,  and  she  can  not,  therefore,  be  held,  under  said 
section  4705,  to  be  pensionable  as  his  widow. 

Said  section  has  been  held,  however,  not  to  exclude  proof  of  mar- 
riage under  said  act  of  August  7,  1882  (minor  of  Jack  Redbird,  12 
P.  D.,  517);  and  also,  not  to  be  applicable  to  claims  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  181)0  (Eliza  J.  Ellis,  12  P.  D.,  159;  Lucinda  Ross,  id,, 474). 

This  case,  therefore,  is  relegated  to  proof  of  marriage  under  said 
act  of  August  7, 1882,  by  the  provisions  of  which  appellant  is  required, 
in  order  to  estjiblish  her  widowhood  herein,  to  show  a  ''legal  marriage 
according  to  the  law  of"  the  State  of  Maryland,  wherein  the  parties 
resided. 

In  the  ciisc  of  Father  of  Samuel  Tuttle  (11  P.  D.,278),  the  Depart- 
ment held  that  under  the  laws  of  Maryland  slaves  might  legally  marry; 
citing  Jones  y.  Jones  (3()  Md.,  447;  45  Md.,  144). 

The  Maryland  oourt  of  appeals  in  that  case  distinctly  so  held,  con- 
struing the  act  of  1777  (ch.  12,  sec.  11),  laws  of  Maryland,  which  pro- 
vided as  follows: 

That  if  any  iiiin inter  shall  wilfully  publish  the  banns  of  matrimony  lx»tween  any 
servants,  (►r  between  a  free  jKifson  and  a  servant,  or  if  he  shall  wittingly  celebrate 
the  rites  of  matriniDiiy  l>etween  any  such,  without  leave  of  the  master  or  mistress  of 
such  servant,  he  shall  forfeit  and  pay  for  every  offense  fifty  pounds  current  money. 

The  court  held  that,  under  this  statute,  a  slave  might  legally  marry 
with  or  withouthis  master  s  consent.  The  onlv  effect  of  the  law  was, 
they  said,  that  ''the  minister  subjected  himself  to  a  fine,  but  the  mar- 
riage was  valid," although  all  the  civil  incidents  attac?hing  to  marriage 
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between  white  persons  would  not  attach  to  a  slave  marriage  during 
vslaverv. 

Slaves  lieing,  therefore,  by  this  statute,  as  constmed  by  the  court 
of  ap{)eals  of  that  State,  legally  competent  to  marry,  the  question  fol- 
lows, What  constitutes  a  legal  or  valid  slave  marriage  under  the  laws 
of  said  State? 

In  the  case  of  Dennison  v.  Dennison  (35  Md.,  361)  said  court  of 
appeals  held,  construing  the  same  act  of  1777,  that  a  religious  celebra- 
tion is  essential  to  the  validity  of  a  marriage  in  that  State;  and  in 
Jackson  v.  Jackson  (80  Md.,  176;  82  Md.,  17)  they  again  stated  that — 

By  the  law  of  Maryland  a  valid  marriage  can  not  exist  unless  it  is  celebrated  by  a 
religious  ceremony. 

And  although  cohabitation,  reputation,  and  acknowledgment  are 
held  by  said  court  to  be  admissible  in  proof  of  marriage  in  certain 
cases,  the  court  holds  also  that  such  facts  are  admissible  only  in  proof 
of  a  religious  ceremonial  marriage.  ''When  these  (facts)  exist,"  they 
say,  in  Richardson  v.  Smith  (80  Md.,  189)  "it  will  be  inferred  that  a 
religious  ceremony  has  taken  place,"  for  '^in  this  State  there  can  not 
be  a  valid  marriage  without  a  religious  ceremony." 

It  appears  clearly  to  be  the  settled  holding  of  the  courts  of  that  State 
that  their  laws  require  a  religious  celebration  of  marriage,  and  no  dis- 
tinction, in  this  regard,  between  marriages  of  white  persons  and  those 
of  colored  persons  appears  ever  to  have  been  made  by  said  court. 

That  a  celebration  is  essential  in  both  classes  of  marriages  is  evident 
from  the  laws  themselves,  each  of  which  contains  direct  reference  to 
'^•elebi-ation"  of  marriage  by  "'ministers."  Section  3  of  said  act  of 
1777  provided  that  rites  of  marriage  between  white  persons  "  shall  not 
be  celebrated  ♦  *  *  unless  bv  ministers."  Section  11,  above 
quoted,  refers  to  any  "minister  *  *  *  if  he  shall  wittingly  cele- 
brate the  rites  of  matrimony"  between  sei-vants  or  a  free  person  and 
a  servant.  The  act  of  March  22,  1867  (quoted  in  Father  of  Samuel 
Tuttle,  supra),  provided  that  marriages  between  colored  people  "made 
and  celebrated"  prior  to  that  date  should  be  valid  "from  the  time  of 
celebration  of  such  marriages,"  provided  that  "  in  every  case  the  par- 
ties claiming  to  have  been  married  by  a  competent  person  shall  *  *  * 
establish  the  fact  of  having  been  so  married."  This  fact  distinguishes 
said  act  from  the  similar  act  of  other  States,  the  latter  generally  pro- 
viding that  cohabitation,  merely,  as  slave  consorts  shall  be  sufficient, 
if  existing  at  date  of  act,  to  constitute  a  legal  and  valid  marriage. 
Said  act  of  March  22,  1867,  evidently  intended  to  give  full  civil  effect 
to  those  slave  marriages,  only,  which  had  been  "celebrated  by  a  com- 
petent person,"  the  only  competent  person  in  that  State  being  a 
minister. 

In  all  the  cases  found  where  a  slave  marriage  was  recognized  in 
Maryland  there  appears  to  have  bec^n  a  formal  marriage  in  fact,  as  dis- 
tinsruisbed  from  one  merely  presumed.     In  Jones  r.  Jones,  supra,  the 
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court  stated  "the  proof  is  sufficient  to  satisfy  us  that  David  and 
Hannah  Jones  were  married,"  and  that  therefore  they  would  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  "married  with  the  consent  of  the  mistress  of 
David,"  as  the  law  required  such  consent.  In  Diggs  v.  Worraley 
(21  D.  C,  477),  Lettie  Hawkins  (8  P.  D.,  22),  MoUie  Purtiell  (10  P.  D., 
431),  and  Father  of  Samuel  Tuttle,  supra,  all  cases  of  Maryland  slave 
marriage,  there  appears  to  have  been  a  religious  ceremonial  marriage, 
with  or  without  the  master's  consent. 

From  these  facts  shown,  from  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Maryland, 
and  from  the  decisions  of  the  highest  court  of  that  State,  it  w^ould 
appear  that  there  must  have  been,  to  constitute  a  legal  slave  marriage 
within  said  State,  the  same  as  to  constitute  a  legal  marriage  therein 
between  white  persons — a  religious  ceremony.  It  appears  to  have 
been  the  settled  policy  of  that  State  to  recognize  such  marriages,  only, 
whether  between  white  or  between  colored  persons.  Whatever  may 
be  the  law  elsewhere,  this  case  must  be  decided  according  to  the  laws 
of  that  State  alone,  as  provided  by  said  act  of  August  7, 1882;  and  the 
Department  concludes  from  the  foregoing  laws,  decisions,  and  facts 
that  a  slave  marriage  in  Maryland  was  legal  only  if  celebrated  by  some 
religious  ceremony,  and  that  only  such  marriages  were  within  the  pur- 
view of  the  act  of  March  22,  1867,  of  the  Maryland  legislature. 

As  this  appellant  admits  there  was  no  ceremonj^  of  marriage  between 
her  and  soldier,  there  was,  therefore,  no  valid  marriage  between  them 
under  the  laws  of  Maryland;  and  a  valid  or  legal  marriage  may  not  be 
inferred  from  the  fact  of  their  cohabitation,  reputation,  and  acknowl- 
edgment up  to  his  enlistment,  for  such  inference  would  include  a  pre- 
sumption of  a  religious  celebration  (Richardson  v.  Smith,  supra),  which 
could  not  prevail  in  contradiction  of  the  admitted  fact  that  there  was 
no  such  or  anv  celebration. 

Nor,  for  the  same  reason,  can  there  be  any  presumption  of  marriage 
from  their  desultory  cohabitation  after  his  discharge,  while  they  were 
free  persons,  and  for  the  further  reason  that  such  later  cohabitation 
wjis  thus  broken  and  occasional  onh',  r.nd  not  continuous,  and  was  in 
conflict  with  his  more  consistent  cohabitation,  under  claim  of  a  cere- 
monial marriage  after  his  emancipation,  with  Jane,  by  whom  he  had 
three  children,  while  by  this  appellant  he  had  none  after  his  discharge. 
The  birth  of  these  children  i-aises  a  presumption  as  to  their  legitimacy 
and  their  parents'  marriage,  which  is  counter  to  any  presumption  in 
favor  of  this  appellant;  and  in  case  of  such  conflicting  presumptions 
the  one  having  the  burden  of  proof  (in  this  case  appellant)  is  required 
generally  to  make  positive  and  clear  proof  of  the  issue.  (2  Wharton's 
Law  of  Ev. ,  sec.  1245;  1  Bishop  on  Mar. ,  Div. ,  and  Sep. ,  sees.  923, 940.) 

Whatever  may  be  the  domestic  or  pensionable  status  of  Jane,  which 
need  not  be  determined  in  this  appeal,  it  is  manifest  this  appellant  is 
not  the  soldier's  widow  and  has  no  pensionable  status  under  either 
claim.     The  action  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 
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fee— reratrng  rate-commencement  act  january  6,  1898. 

Reuben  Merryman  (claimant). 
MiiiO  B.  Stevens  &  Co.  (attorneys). 

For  servioee  in  a  claim  for  rerating  under  any  act,  an  attorney  who  has  been  paid  a 
fee  for  prosecuting  a  soldier's  original  claim  thereunder  is  not  entitled  to  an 
additional  fee  when  the  claim  for  rerating  is  based  upon  a  right  existing  at  the 
time  said  attorney  made  his  contract  to  prosecute  the  original  claim,  it  being  his 
duty  under  said  contract  to  secure  for  the  soldier  the  correct  rate  of  pension  from 
the  proper  time. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  L.  Cmnpbdl  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions, 

November  29,  1902, 

Milo  B.  Stevens  &  Co.,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  on  June  13,  1902, 
entered  an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the  claim  for  pen- 
sion under  the  act  of  January  5,  1893,  of  Reuben  Merryman,  who 
served  in  Company  C,  First  Arkansas  Mounted  Volunteers,  war  with 
Mexico. 

The  soldier  was  in  receipt  of  pension  under  the  act  of  January  29, 
1887,  at  the  rate  of  $8  per  month,  when,  in  his  behalf,  on  March  18, 
1893,  Alexander  M.  Kenaday,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  filed  a  declara- 
tion for  increase  of  pension  under  act  of  January  5,  1893..  Said 
attorney  died  on  March  25,  1895. 

The  appellants,  July  3,  1897,  filed  a  power  of  attorney  and  subse- 
quently rendered  material  service. 

Certificate  was  issued  April  25, 1898,  to  allow  increase  under  the  act 
of  January  5,  1893,  at  $12  per  month  from  April  16, 1898,  the  date  of 
the  legal  approval  by  the  board  of  review  for  the  admission  of  the 
claim  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Order  231,  dated  July  6, 
1893,  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions.  On  said  issue  the  appellants 
were  paid  a  fee  of  $2  for  securing  the  pension  allowed. 

On  September  21,  1901,  in  behalf  of  the  soldier,  the  appellants  filed 
a  declaration  for  reissue  under  the  act  of  January  5,  1893,  to  com- 
mence increase  of  pension  at  an  earlier  date  than  the  date  fixed  under 
said  Order  231.  Said  declaration  contained  a  power  of  attorney  in 
their  favor.  On  January  21,  1902,  certificate  issued  to  commence 
pension  at  $12  per  month  from  March  29,  1S97,  the  date  the  evidence 
established  that  the  conditions  of  disabilitv  and  destitution  first  existed 
which  entitled  the  soldier  to  the  rate  of  $12  per  month,  and  to  allow 
the  same  over  the  period  therefrom  to  April  16,  1898,  the  date  from 
which  the  increase  of  rate  at  $12  per  month  was  allowed  on  the  issue 
of  April  25,  1898.  On  said  issue  no  additional  fee  was  certified  to 
Messrs.  Stevens  &  Co.,  hence  this  appeal. 

The  appellants  were  denied  a  fee  upon  the  ground  that  as  they  were 
certified  a  fee  on  the  original  issue  for  their  services  in  securing 
increase  under  the  act  of  flanuar\'  5,  1893,  they  are  not  entitled  to  an 
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additional  fee  upon  reissue  to  correct  the  date  of  commencement  of 
such  increase,  in  accordance  with  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of 
Alfred  Halstead  (7  P.  1).,  359). 

The  question  presented  in  this  ciuse  differs  in  no  essential  particular 
from  the  one  considered  and  decided  in  the  cited  case.  The  proposi- 
tions relating  to  said  question  submitted  by  the  appellants  were  fully 
considered  and  discussed  in  the  latter  case,  and  it  is  not  thought  nec- 
essary to  say  anything  in  addition  to  what  has  already  been  said  rela- 
tive to  these  propositions. 

In  the  case  of  Ilalstead,  supra,  it  is  held  (syllabus)  that — 

If  the  claim  for  rerating  is  filed  by  the  originally  authorized  attorney  in  the  claim 
and  ia  based  upon  an  existing  right  when  liis  original  contrac»t  to  prosecute  the  claim 
was  made,  he  is  not  entitled  to  another  fee,  it  Ixjing  his  duty  under  his  original  con- 
tract to  perform  all  the  service  necessary  to  obtain  the  correct  rate. 

Considering  the  proceedings  in  the  present  claim  as  constituting  a 
claim  for  rerating,  it  is  thought  that  the  facts  bring  the  question  at 
issue  within  the  foregoing  rule. 

In  the  case  of  John  Benson,  dated  May  29, 1902  (42  F.  P.  L.  Bk. ,  108), 
it  is  held  (t-yllabus)  that — 

Prcx^eedings  to  correct  the  date  of  commencement  of  increase  of  i)en8ion  granted  by 
the  act  of  January  5,  1893,  constitute  a  claim  rerating    *    *    *    . 

The  purpose  of  the  proceedings  in  the  present  case  was  to  secure 
the  commenc^ement  of  increase  at  an  earlier  date  than  the  one  from 
which  increase  had  been  allowed,  and  said  proceedings  are  consid- 
ered as  constituting  a  claim  for  rerating  because  their  su(»cessful  pros- 
ecution secured  an  allowance  of  pension  over  such  period  as  pension 
had  been  allowed  and  at  a  higher  i*ate.  In  the  case  of  Benson,  supra, 
it  was  not  thought  that  claims  of  this  class  differed  from  claims  for  the 
commencement  of  pension  at  an  earlier  date  than  fixed  on  the  original 
issue,  only  in  the  particular  that  in  the  latter  claims  their  successful 
prosecution  secured  the  allow^ance  of  pension  over  a  period  not  cov- 
ered by  any  other  allowance.  Claims  to  correct  date  of  commence- 
ment of  pension  usually  arise  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1S90,  under 
conditions  where  pension  was  not  allowed  on  the  original  issue  to  com- 
nience  from  as  earlv  a  date  as  the  claimant  was  entitled  to  receive 
pension,  whether  or  not  such  action,  in  fixing  the  date,  was  in  accord- 
ance w^ith  the  practice  approved  by  this  Department  as  laid  down  in 
its  decisions.  For  securing  an  allowance  of  pension  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  from  an  earlier  date  than  fixed  on  the  original  issue, 
no  fee  is  certified  to  the  attorney  if  he  has  })een  paid  a  fee  for  his  serv- 
ices on  the  original  issue.  See  case  of  Flying,  an  Indian  (8  P.  D.,  370). 
The  I'ule  laid  down  in  said  case  reads,  in  substance,  as  follows: 

Where  an  attorney  is  obligiite<l  to  secure  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  for 
a  claimant  from  the  earliest  date  he  is  entitled  to  receive  pension  thereunder,  an 
additional  fee  shouM  not  l)e  certified  said  attorney  upon  reissue  to  correct  the  date 
of  coiniiiencement  of  |H*nsion  under  said  act. 
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The  apj)ellants  submit  this  point,  viz:  Where  an  attorney  secures  for 
a  claimant  such  pension  as  he  is  entitled  to  under  an  act  as  construed 
by-  the  Department  the  attorney  is  entitled  to  an  additional  fee  if  he 
secures  another  allowance  of  pension  in  behalf  of  the  claimant  under  the 
same  law  which  has  been  more  liberally  construed  by  the  Department. 

This  proposition  apparently  contains  the  substance  of  the  question 
presented  for  consideration,  and  it  will  be  discerned  that  the  practice 
as  to  an  attorney's  rights  in  the  premises,  as  stated,  have  been  fully 
detemiined  in  the  case  of  Flying,  supra. 

There  is  nothing  presented  by  the  facts  in  the  case  under  considera- 
tion which  calls  for  a  rediscussion  of  the  principles  underlying  the 
question.     Accordingly  the  action  of  the  Bureau  is  affirmed. 


DIVISION    OF    PENSION,   AC^T    MARCH    a,     189»>— NECESSITOUS    CIRCTJM- 

STANCES— DESERTION. 

Sarah  J.  Dustin  r,  Albert  M,  Dustin. 

Pensioner  aged  61  years,  well  nourished,  not  wholly  incapacitated  from  earning  his 
supjK)rt  by  manual  lalwr,  is  in  receipt  of  an  income  of  $204  i)er  annum. 

Claimant  is  58  years  of  age,  in  poor  health,  with  one  minor  child  under  16  years  of 
age  dependent  uiK)n  her  for  support.  She  is  possessed  of  real  estate  assessed  at 
$300  cash  valuation  and  personal  proj^erty  valued  at  about  $50. 

IfeM:  That  claimant  is  shown  to  be  in  "necessitous  circumstances"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899.  See  departmental  decisions  in  the  case 
of  Fisher  r.  Fisher  (12  P.  D..  336)  and  Pierce  v.  Pierce  (ibid.,  412-415). 

Tlie  evidence  further  shows  that  pensioner  deserted  claimant  for  more  than  eight 
years  prior  to  July  .^0,  1900,  the  date  on  which  she  filed  her  appHcation  for  one- 
half  his  pension  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899;  that  said  desertion  has  been 
continuous,  and  that  she  is  a  woman  of  g()o<l  moral  character. 

Held:  That  claimant  is  entitled  to  one-half  her  husband's  pension  due  or  to  Ixjcome 
due  said  pensioner  on  and  after  July  30,  1900  (deducting  payments  ma<le  her 
under  the  Bureau  adjudication  of  April  2t),  1901),  in  accordance  with  the  depart- 
mental decision  in  the  case  of  Adams  r.  Adams  (12  P.  D.,  370).  See  also  the 
case  of  Cooper  v.  Cooper  (ibid.,  163). 

AsHtJitant  Secreta/ry  Jt\  L,  Camphell  to  the  Q^inmiasloner  of  Pcn^lons^ 

NoDcmler  29,  1902, 

Sarah  J.  Dustin,  wife  of  Albert  M.  Dustin,  late  private  Company 
(i.  Seventy-fifth  New  York  Infantry,  a  pensioner  under  certificate  No. 
424707,  appealed  by  her  attorney  October  30,  1902,  from  the  Bureau 
action  of  October  4,  1902,  dropping  her  name  from  the  rolls  on  the 
ground  that  she  was  not  in  necessitous  circumstiinces  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1S99;  also  holding  that  "the  evidence 
filed  in  the  claim  shows  that  she  is  possessed  of  20  acres  of  land  and  a 
house  thereon  valued  at  J^aOO  at  least,  and  in  addition  to  which  she  has 
<»ertain  personal  property,  and  that  she  was  so  possessed  at  the  date  of 
filing  her  declaration  for  one-half  of  soldier's  pension." 
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She  also  appealed  from  so  much  of  the  Bureau  action  under  the 
adjudication  of  her  said  claim  filed  July  30,  1900,  as  commenced  the 
payment  of  one-half  of  her  husband's  pension  from  March  4,  preced- 
ing April  29,  1901,  the  date  of  the  allowance  of  her  claim. 

It  is  contended  on  behalf  of  claimant  that  she  is  in  necessitous  cir- 
cumstances; that  the  total  value  of  her  property,  real  and  personal, 
is  $350,  not  $500  as  held  by  the  Bureau;  that  she  has  a  daughter  13 
years  of  age  to  support,  and  is  wanting  the  necessaries  of  life;  that 
she  is  entitled  to  one-half  her  husband's  pension  from  the  date  of  filing 
her  declaration,  in  accordance  with  departmental  decision  in  the  case 
of  Adams  v.  Adams  (12  P.  D,,  370). 

Pensioner,  in  his  answer  to  said  appeal,  contends  that  he  paid  $400 
for  the  20-acre  tract  which  he  deeded  to  claimant  in  1890;  that  he 
doubled  the  value  of  the  land  in  its  productive  capacity;  that  the  value 
of  the  land  was  from  $50  to  $100  per  acre;  that  claimant  drove  him 
out  of  his  own  house  in  September,  1890;  that  he  has  never  since  lived 
with  her  a  day  in  the  marriage  relation,  and  that  the  Bureau  action 
rejecting  his  wife's  claim  should  be  affirmed. 

Claimant  filed  her  application  for  one-half  her  husband's  pension 
July  30,  1900,  based  on  his  desertion  over  eight  years  prior  thereto. 
Her  said  claim  was  allowed  by  Bureau  action  of  April  29, 1901. 

Pensioner  having  filed  January  4,  1901,  testimony  tending  to  rebut 
claimant's  charge  of  desertion,  a  special  examination  was  ordered  by 
the  Bureau  August  13, 1902,  to  determine  the  question  as  to  the  alleged 
desertion.  No  order  was  made  by  the  Bureau  for  an  examination  as 
to  claimant's  necessitous  circumstances,  and  no  specific  testimony  was 
taken  by  the  special  examination  on  that  branch  of  the  case.  The 
evidence  taken  on  special  examination  in  September,  1902,  conclusively 
established  the  facts  that  claimant  was  a  woman  of  good  moral  charac- 
ter and  that  her  said  husband,  to  whom  she  was  married  in  1865  and 
by  whom  she  had  reared  a  family  of  nine  children,  deserted  her  in  the 
spring  of  1891,  and  has  ever  since  remained  absent  from  her  and  his 
family  and  had  failed  to  contribute  to  her  support;  that  at  the  time  he 
deserted  her  their  children  were  sick  with  measles;  that  previous  con- 
duct to  his  wife  had  been  cruel  and  })rutjil,  and  that  claimant  gave  him 
no  just  cause  for  abandoning  her.  This  testimony,  taken  on  special 
examination,  was  filed  in  the  Bureau  September  19,  1902.  On  Sep- 
tember 22,  1902,  the  Bureau  called  upon  claimant  for  testimony  as  to 
the  amount  and  value  of  all  property  in  which  she  had  an}'^  interest 
since  flunc  30,  19(X),  and  the  assessed  valuation  of  all  taxable  pi'operty 
for  the  years  1901  and  1902. 

In  response  to  this  call,  claimant,  on  September  29,  1902,  filed  the 
affidavit  of  All)ei*t  Smith,  the  sujx^rvisor  of  the  township  in  which  she 
resided,  in  which  he  testified  that  he  was  the  supervisor  of  said  town- 
ship in  1901  and  1902,  and  as  such  officer  was  the  custodian  of  the 
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records  of  assessments  of  said  township  of  Poitage,  Kalamazoo  County, 
Mich.;  that  he  was  well  acquainted  with  claunant  and  her  property; 
that  the  only  property  assessed  to  her  in  1901  was  20  aci'es  of  land, 
describing  it,  which  was  assessed  at  $200  in  1901  aiid  at  $300  in  1902; 
that  the  increase  in  1902  was  b}'  reason  of  the  building  of  a  frame 
house  upon  the  land;  that  the  law  of  the  State  of  Michigan  required 
all  property  to  be  assessed  at  its  full  cash  value;  that  he  was  well 
uc(|uainted  with  claimant's  financial  circumstances  and  had  been  since 
June  30,  1900,  and  that  her  only  property,  real  or  personal,  was  said  20 
acres  of  land,  which  was  mostly  marsh  land,  and  would  not  rent  for 
more  than  $1.50  per  acre;  that  she  also  owned  2  cows;  that  during  the 
last  winter  she  had  built  a  small  frame  house,  the  money  for  which 
was  mostly  contributed  by  her  sons;  that  this  was  absolutely  necessary, 
as  the  old  house  was  not  fit  to  live  in  since  June  30,  1900. 

He  further  testified  that  claimant  had  no  income  from  any  source, 
to  his  best  knowledge  and  belief,  aside  from  the  half  pension  she  had 
received  and  the  money  she  had  received  from  boarding  her  son;  that 
she  was  in  feeble  health  and  unable  to  leave  home  much;  that  she  also 
had  a  daughter  13  years  of  age  to  support,  and  that  but  for  the  half 
pension  claimant  had  been  receiving  and  the  money  she  received  from 
lx>arding  her  son  she  w.ould  be  entirely  destitute  and  dependent  upon 
the  county  for  her  8upix>rt.  He  expressed  the  opinion  that  she  was 
certainly  in  necessitous  circumstances.  He  testified  in  an  aflSdavit 
filed  September  29,  1902,  that  her  20  acres  was  assessed  at  $150  in 
1899  and  $200  in  1900.  She  also  at  the  same  time  filed  the  aflSdavit  of 
Ellis  J.  Hawley,  who  testified  substantially  to  the  same  facts  as  to  the 
value  of  claimant's  property  as  the  former  afliant,  except  that  he  esti- 
mated the  cost  of  the  new  house  at  about  $250.  He  also  testified  that 
claimant's  son  boarded  with  his  mother  and  paid  her  $3  per  week  for 
his  board,  which  sum  she  expended  for  groceries. 

Claimant  also  filed  her  own  affidavit,  in  which  she  testified  that  her 
sole  means  of  support  consisted  of  said  20  acres  of  land  worth  about 
$200  and  two  cows  worth  perhaps  $50;  that  in  the  winter  of  1901  it 
became  absolutely  necessary  to  build  a  house  on  the  place  for  her  to 
live  in,  and  her  five  sons,  all  over  21  years  of  age,  contributed  $205 
and  assisted  the  carpenters  in  building  her  house;  that  she  sold  one 
cow  and  used  all  the  money  from  the  pension  she  could  spare  to  pay 
the  trarpenters;  that  she  had  not  worked  out  any  since  June  30,  1900, 
nor  earned  anything  for  the  reason  that  her  health  had  been  so  poor 
she  could  not  work;  that  she  has  a  daughter  13  years  of  age  to  sup- 
port and  school;  that  her  son  Edward  boarded  with  her  and  paid  her 
$3  per  week,  and  but  for  this  assistance  and  one-half  of  her  husband's 
pen.sion  she  would  be  destitute. 

The  evidence  further  shows  that  pensioner  is  61  years  of  age,  over 
6  feet  high,  and  weighing,  at  date  of  his  last  medical  examination,  in 
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1890,  170  pounds.  The  board  then  reported  his  general  appearance 
fair.  At  the  time  of  the  special  examination  in  1902  he  is  reported 
as  a  large,  healthy  looking  man,  well  nourished,  and  weighing  over  2(X) 
pounds.  He  is  in  receipt  of  an  annual  income  of  $204  from  his  pen- 
sion, and  is  not  wholly  incapacitated  from  earning  his  support  by 
manual  labor. 
The  act  of  March  3,  1899,  provides — 

That  in  case  a  resident  pensioner  of  the  United  States  shall  for  a  perioti  of  over 
six  months  desert  his  lawful  wife,  she  being  a  woman  of  good  moral  character  and 
in  necessitous  circumstances,  ♦  *  «  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  hereby 
directed,  upon  being  satisfieil  by  competent  evidence  of  such  desertion,  to  cause  one- 
half  of  the  pension  due  or  to  become  due  said  pensioner  during  the  continuance  of 
such  desertion  to  be  paid  to  the  wife. 

The  construction  to  be  placed  upon  the  words  "necessitous  circum- 
stances" in  said  act  was  first  considered  by  the  Department  in  the  case 
of  Fisher  v.  Fisher  (12  P.  D.,  336),  wherein  it  was  held  that— 

A  wife  who  owns  a  house  and  lot  valued  at  $1,150,  a  lot  valued  at  |65,  household 
furniture  valued  at  $50,  has  $150  in  bank,  and  rents  a  house  for  which  she  pays  $600 
per  annum,  and  by  subleasing  of  rooms  supports  herself,  is  not  in  necessitous  circum- 
stmces  within  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  and  is  not  entitled  to  one- 
half  her  husband's  pension  of  $17  per  month,  he  being  without  other  means  of 
support  than  his  daily  labor. 

In  discussing  the  test  to  be  applied  to  this  bi*anch  of  the  case  and 
in  similar  cases  under  said  act  it  was  stated  that — 

Pensioner's  condition  in  life  becomes  material  in  determining  the  "necessitous  con- 
dition" of  the  wife,  as  those  words  in  the  statute  naturally  refer  to  her  need  of  tliose 
necessaries  suitable  to  her  situation  and  his  condition  in  life,  and  which  the  husband 
is  bound  to  provide  or  for  which  he  is  liable  on  an  implied  contract,  in  case  he  fails 
to  provide.  See  2  Kent,  p.  146;  15th  Am.  and  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law  (2d  ed.),  p.  875, 
(f),  and  note  1,  p.  877;  Clark  r.  Cox  (32  Mich.,  204,  211,  and  212). 

The  courts,  in  passing  upon  the  question  of  the  wife's  necessitous  circumstances, 
invariably  refer  to  the  husband's  j^hysical  and  financial  ability,  his  condition  in  life, 
as  well  as  the  social  condition  of  the  parties. 

No  al>solute  nile  can  therefore  be  laid  down  which  will  be  applicable  alike  to  all 
cases,  but  the  fact  as  to  whether  the  wife  is  or  is  not  in  necessitous  circumstances 
should,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Department,  be  ascertained  and  determined  according 
to  the  evidence  in  each  particular  case,  applying  the  well-known  rules  of  law  in  cases 
involving  the  question  of  necessaries.  (See  Stewart  on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  par. 
180.) 

As  stated  l)y  Justice  Cooley  in  the  case  of  Clark  r.  Cox  (supra): 

**  To  leave  out  of  view  the  income  or  the  capacity  to  earn  or  produce  one  *  *  * 
is  to  omit  the  niost  inijiortant  factor  in  the  pro])leTn.'* 

The  Department  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  forejroing  reasoning  of  Justice  Cooley  is 
applicable  to  this  ca.^e,  and  that  the  financial  and  neccg.«itou9  condition  of  the  pen- 
sioner should  Ixi  taken  into  consideration  in  determining  the  actual  necessitous  con- 
dition of  the  claimant.  They  are  facts  which  should  l)e  considereti  in  connection 
wnth  other  facts  in  the  case. 

The  question  was  again  considered  by  the  Department  in  the  case  of 
Pierce  v.  Pierce.     (12  P.  D.,  412). 
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In  that  case  the  supervisor  testified,  November  15,  1901,  that  claim- 
ant's property  was  assessed  at  $200,  under  a  law  which  required  the 
property  to  be  assessed  at  the  full  cash  value,  and  that  this  was  the 
only  property  she  owned. 

Claimant,  however,  estimated  the  value  of  her  said  property  at  $400 
in  1899,  at  which  time  she  also  had  $200  left  her  by  her  mother,  on 
which  she  received  the  interest  of  $10  per  annum;  that  aside  from  the 
above  she  had  no  other  property. 

The  pensioner  at  date  of  his  last  medical  examination,  in  1892,  was 
60  years  of  age;  height,  5  feet  9i  inches;  weight,  180  pounds.  His 
general  condition  was  reported  fair,  and  he  was  shown  not  to  be 
wholly  incapacitated  for  manual  labor.  He  received  an  annual  income 
of  $288  from  his  pension  on  account  of  gunshot  wound  of  face. 

The  Bureau  had  allowed  the  wife's  claim  and  held  her  to  be  in  neces- 
sitous circumstances,  and  this  Bureau  action  was  affirmed,  the  Depart- 
ment holding  that  the  wife  was  in  necessitous  circumstances  within 
the  meaning  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899. 

The  laws  of  Michigan  make  the  township  supervisors  the  assessors 
for  their  respective  townships,  and  make  it  a  misdemeanor,  punishable 
by  a  fine  of  $300,  or  one  year's  imprisonment,  for  any  supervisor  or 
other  assessing  officer  to  *'  willfully  assess  any  property  at  more  or  less 
than  what  he  believes  to  be  its  true  cash  value."  (See  Howell's  Anno- 
tated Statutes  of  Michigan,  vol.  1,  p.  1291,  sec.  103.)  The  testimony 
of  the  supervisor  who  had  assessed  the  property  at  what  he  believed 
to  be  its  true  cash  value  is  entitled  to  greater  weight  as  to  the  value 
of  the  property  than  the  testimony  of  either  of  the  parties,  both  of 
whom  arc  interested  witnesses. 

As  stated  by  Justice  Gray  in  the  case  of  Swan  v.  County  of  Middle- 
sex (101  Mass.,  173)  and  quoted  in  Lawson  on  Expert  and  Opinion 
Evidence,  page  471: 

The  knowledge  requisite  to  qualify  a  witness  to  testify  as  U)  his  opinion  of  the 
value  of  lands  may  be  either  acquired  by  the  performance  of  official  duty — as,  by  a 
county  commissioner  or  selectman,  whose  duty  it  is  to  lay  out  public  ways,  or  by 
an  assessor,  whose  duty  it  is  to  ascertain  the  value  of  lands  for  the  purpose  of  tax- 
ation—or it  may  be  derived  from  knowing  of  sales  or  purchases  of  other  lands  in  the 
vicinity,  either  by  the  witness  himself  or  by  other  persons. 

It  is  believed  that  in  ascertaining  the  value  of  property  in  this  class 
of  cases,  where  by  the  State  law  it  is  required  that  it  be  assessed  at  its 
actual  cash  value,  greater  reliance  should  be  placed  upon  the  oflScial 
opinion  of  the  assessor  than  upon  the  opinion  of  those  witnesses  whose 
knowledge  upon  the  subject  is  not  shown  to  be  superior  to  that  of  the 
assessor. 

Pensioner's  contention  that  the  land  is  worth  from  ^50  to  $100  per 
acre  and  that  he  paid  $400  for  it  in  1865,  is  not  supported  by  any  tes- 
timony, and  his  contention  that  he  did  not  reside  with  claimant  after 
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deeding  the  property  to  her  in  1890  is  also  wholly  untenable,  in 
view  of  the  evidence  in  this  case,  and  is  in  conflict  with  his  own  testi- 
mony. He  is  reported  as  unreliable  and  his  conflicting  and  contradic- 
tory testimony  shows  him  unworthy  of  belief.  The  evidence  shows 
that  claimant  inherited  the  20  acres  from  her  father  and  caused  it  to 
l)e  deeded  to  her  said  husband  soon  after  their  marriage. 

In  an  aflidavit  executed  January  2,  1901,  he  testified  that  ''on  or 
ay)out  September  5,  1890,  he  deeded  to  his  wife,  Sarah  J.  Dustin,  all 
of  the  real  estate  of  which  he  was  possessed,  consisting  of  20  acres  of 
land  in  Portage,  Kalamazoo  Count}^  Mich. ;  that  he  never  afterwards 
returned  to  or  was  on  the  premises  of  his  wife  but  once  and  that  was 
in  the  spring  of  1891,  by  request  of  his  wife,  which  was  in  the  latter 
part  of  March,  when  he  only  stayed  over  night,  the  children  being 
sick  with  the  measles." 

Before  the  special  examiner  September  4,1902,  he  testified  as  follows: 

The  place  coneieted  of  20  acres  of  bottom  land.  »  ♦  *  j  never  deeded  it  to 
Surali  Jane  Dustin.  I  never  signed  a  deed  to  Sarah  Jane  Dustin.  No,  sir;  the 
Sarah  Jane  Decker  I  gave  the  deed  to  was  not  the  woman  I  married  in  1865  and 
lived  with. 

Q.  "Who  was  the  Sarah  Jane  Decker  to  whom  you  deeded  the  land? — A.  It  was 
the  woman  who  held  the  heirship  property  before  I  got  the  place. 

(i.  When  did  the  property  come  into  your  possession  that  you  deeded  to  Sarah 
Jane  Decker? — A.  It  was  soon  after  we  were  married. 

Q.  Do  you  know  if  the  property  you  say  you  deeded  to  Sarah  Jane  Decker  is  the 
proi)erty  on  which  you  lived  and  is  now  the  property  occupied  by  Sarah  Jane 
Dustin? — A.  Yes,  sir;  and  I  know  the  deed  was  made  out  to  Sarah  Jane  Dustin;  the 
(leeil  was  not  made  out  riglit  at  the  time.  *  *  *  I  gaw  the  name  of  the  grantee, 
and  it  was  Sarah  Jane  Decker;  *  *  *  the  name  of  Sarah  Jane  Dustin  was  not  on 
the  deed  when  1  signed  it. 

Assmiiing  that  this  testimony  was  true  and  that  claimant's  name  did 
not  appear  in  the  deed,  the  effect  would  be  to  cloud  the  title  of  claim- 
ant to  the  land  and  to  lessen  its  value  to  the  extent  of  the  expense 
necessary  to  correct  the  error  in  the  deed. 

Pensioner  further  testified  as  follows: 

Q.  Were  you  ever  at  the  house  of  your  wife  in  the  spring  of  1891,  along  in  March 
or  April? — A.  I  could  not  say  whether  I  was  there  in  the  spring  or  not. 

Q.  I  read  you  an  affidavit  in  which  you  testify  you  were  at  your  wife's  home  but 
once,  and  that  was  in  March,  1891;  that  you  stayed  there  overnight  and  was  oniered 
away  the  next  day;  you  told  me  that  it  was  not  long  after  your  separation.  Now; 
which  statement  is  correct? — A.  The  statement  to  you  to-day  is  the  correct  one  and 
the  affidavit  is  in  error. 

Q.  Ever  stay  at  night  at  home  with  Mrs.  Dustin  but  the  one  time  since  you  sepa- 
rated?— A.  Not  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  Upon  your  oath,  do  you  deny  ever  having  lived  with  your  wife,  as  having  slept 
in  same  room  or  bed  with  her,  since  you  and  she  separated  Septeml)er  4,  1890? — ^A. 
CVrtainly  I  do. 

(i.  You  heard  her  testimony  l>efore  me  thi^  afternoon,  that  you  and  she  lived 
together  some  three  or  four  months  after  your  firHt  8ei>aration,  and  finally  separated 
in  the  spring  of  1891.     What  statement  have  you  to  make  as  to  that? — A.  I  would 
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make  the  statement  that  I  was  not  there  in  the  winter  (Tf  1890  and  1891.  No,  sir;  I 
did  not  live  with  her  as  her  husband.  I  was  not  there  even  a  minute.  I  never 
kicked  over  a  drop  of  snow  on  her  place.  1  do  deny  that  I  even  threatened  her  life 
or  accused  her  of  being  imtru'e.  I  never  saw  her,  or  spoke  to  her,  or  was  on  her 
place. 

Q.  Being  upon  oath  you  swear  that  after  you  and  your  wife  separated,  September  4, 
1890,  that  you  never  at  any  time  returned  to  your  wife  and  lived  with  her  in  the  rela- 
tion of  husband  and  wife  during  any  part  of  the  winter  of  1890  and  1891,  aa  testified 
by  the  witnesses  and  claimant  whose  testimony  has  been  read  to  you? — A.  Yes,  sir. 

Claimant  and  a  number  of  reputable  witnesses  testified  that  pen- 
sioner lived  with  his  wife  during  the  winter  of  1890  and  1891,  and  that 
he  deserted  her  in  the  spring  of  1891,  and  the  special  examiner  re- 
ported that  he  was  unable  to  find  a  single  witness  who  could  testify 
positively  that  pensioner  did  not  live  with  his  wife  during  the  winter 
of  1890  and  1891.  One  of  pensioner's  witnesses  testified,  September  13, 
1902,  that  a  few  days  before,  pensioner,  in  a  conversation  with  him, 
admitted  that  he  had  returned  to  his  wife  after  their  first  separation 
and  said  "this  is  where  I  made  a  fool  of  myself." 

Pensioner  also  testified  to  an  alleged  conversation  with  his  wife  in 
1890  in  reference  to  the  division  of  his  pension,  and  that  she  had  stated 
that  she  would  never  try  to  get  one-half  his  pension.  As  claimant 
had  no  legal  claim  for  one-half  his  pension  prior  to  the  passage  of 
the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  the  improbability  of  said  alleged  agreement 
of  the  wife  in  1890  is  apparent. 

Considering  now  the  question  of  the  commencement  of  the  division 
of  i^ension,  it  is  sufficient  to  state  that,  as  the  evidence  clearly  shows 
that  pensioner  deserted  claimant  for  more  than  eight  years  prior  to 
July  30,  1900,  the  date  on  which  she  filed  her  application  for  one-half 
his  pension  under  the  act  of  March  3, 1899,  and  that  said  desertion  has 
been  continuous,  claimant  is  entitled  to  one-half  her  husband's  pension 
due  or  to  become  due  said  pensioner  on  and  after  July  30, 1900  (deducting 
payments  made  her  under  the  Bureau  adjudication  of  April  29,  1901), 
in  accordance  with  departmental  decision  in  the  case  of  Adams  v, 
Adams  (12  P.  D.,  370).  See  also  the  case  of  Cooper  v.  Cooper  (ibid., 
163). 

As  the  evidence  shows  that  pensioner  deserted  claimant  in  the  spring 
of  1891,  and  that  said  desertion  has  been  continuous  since  that  time, 
claimant  is  entitled  to  one-half  of  all  unpaid  pension  owing  or  accruing 
to  pensioner  at  the  date  on  which  she  filed  her  application  and  since. 
For  example,  if  pensioner  had  been  last  paid  on  June  4,  1900,  the 
division  of  pension  would  commence  from  that  date,  and  claimant 
would  be  entitled  to  one-half  of  her  husband's  pension  from  June  4, 
1900. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  reversed,  and  the  case  will  be  roadjudi- 
cated  in  accordance  with  thi>  decision  and  the  rules  announced  in  the 
Cooper  and  Adams  cases,  supra. 
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EVIDENCE— RECOKD—CEKTIFICATE  OF  DISABILmr, 

Thomas  F.  Gardner. 

» 

Appellant  was  discharged  from  the  service  on  a  surgeon* a  certificate  of  disability 
which  recited  that  he  was  **  incapable  of  performing  the  duties  of  a  soldier, 
l)ecau8e  of  a  fracture  of  the  carpal  bones  of  right  hand,  preventing  the  free  use 
of  the  same.  Injury  was  received  July  15,  at  Alexandria,  when  getting  on  a  rail- 
way train,  the  said  private  being  on  duty  at  the  time." 

Held:  That  the  presumption  is  that  the  surgeon  who  made  the  certificate  secured  his 
information  from  reliable  sources.  His  duty  was  to  make  a  true  record  of  the 
facta  recited  in  it.  The  presumption  that  he  performed  his  full  duty  in  that 
regard  is  so  strong  that  it  is  not  overcome  by  mere  probabilities. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  L,  Campbell  to  the  Camiaissimier  of  Pensions^ 

October  15,  1902. 

Thomas  F.  Gardner,  formerly  private  Company  A,  First  Ohio  Cav- 
alry, filed  a  claim  for  restoration  to  the  rolls  under  the  general  law, 
March  21,  1900,  which  was  rejected  in  the  following  stated  language 
on  July  9,  1900: 

You  are  informed  that  your  claim  for  restoration  to  the  rolls  under  the  general 
law,  filed  March  27,  1900,  appears  to  be  a  duplicate  of  claim  filed  May  21,  1889,  and 
September  22,  1894,  which  were  rejei'ted  April  9,  1887,  on  the  ground  that  the  evi- 
dence filed  in  rebuttal,  of  dropping  your  name  from  the  rolls,  for  alleged  injury  to 
right  hand,  is  wholly  inadequate  to  change  said  action. 

The  testimony  of  Noah  Jones,  recently  filed,  has  been  carefully  considered  in  con- 
nection with  all  the  other  evidence  in  the  case,  but  that  it  does  not  warrant  a  change 
of  action,  for  the  following  reasons:  He  does  not  appear  to  have  personal  knowleclge 
of  your  having  incurred  said  injury  to  right  hand,  while  you  were  in  the  service  and 
in  line  of  duty,  and  his  testimony  was  given  careful  consideration  after  he  had  been 
interviewed  by  a  special  examiner  from  this  Bureau. 

The  action  of  rejection  of  April  9, 1897,  is  therefore  deemed  i)roper  and  is  adhered  to. 

On  August  17, 1900,  the  claimant  filed  an  appeal  to  the  Department, 
in  which  he  made  the  following  contention: 

The  claimant  appeals  for  a  reconsideration  of  his  said  clanu  for  the  reason  that  the 
testimony  on  which  the  Government  wholly  relied,  when  claimant  was  dropped  from 
the  rolls,  has  been  proven  false  in  every  particular— even  the  witnesses  H.  C.  Denious 
and  Peter  Getz  recently  made  statements  to  the  effect  that  their  original  statements, 
upon  which  the  Government  relied,  were  false.  Captain  Noah  Jones  testifies  that 
not  one  of  the  original  witnesses,  on  whose  testimony  the  Government  relied,  was  or 
could  have  l>een  within  forty  miles  of  the  place  where  the  accident  occurred,  and  that 
their  testimony  was  wholly  false,  in  every  particular,  so  far  as  seeing  or  knowing  any 
of  the  things  to  which  they  testified  in  their  original  afiidavits. 

On  October  9,  1899,  claimant  was  allowed  $8  per  month,  under  the 
act  of  June  ^7,  1890,  to  date  from  October  13,  1898,  but  payments 
were  withheld  to  reim])urse  the  Government  for  pa^nients  erroneously 
made  under  the  geneml  law.  Of  course,  if  claimant  is  entitled  to  resto- 
mtion  to  the  rolls  under  the  general  law,  such  restoration  will  carry 
with  it  the  action  of  withholding  payments. 

The  issue,  and  the  only  one,  raised  by  the  appeal  is  whether  thia 
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claimant  was  rightfully  dropped  from  the  rolls  under  the  general  law. 
The  record  discloses  that  the  soldier  enlisted  August  6,  1861,  and 
was  discharged  on  certificate  of  disability  for  discharge  on  September 
20, 1862;  he  reenlisted  January  9, 1865,  and  was  mustered  out  July  28, 
1865.  Claim  for  pension  was  originally  filed  April  19,  1879;  on  June 
29,  1881,  pension  was  allowed  at  $4  per  month  for  injury  to  right 
hand  to  date  from  September  21,  1862.  This  pension  he  drew  until 
November  30,  1883,  when  his  name  was  dropped  from  the  rolls.  The 
action  of  dropping  was  prompted  by  the  following  entry  on  the  face 
brief,  dated  September  1,  1885: 

« 

Approveil  for  dropping  from  the  roll  on  the  ground  that  the  injury  for  which  pen- 
sione<l  was  not  incurred  in  line  of  duty.  Claim  was  originally  allowed  on  certificate 
of  disability,  which  was  made  from  claimant's  own  statements  to  a  surgeon,  who 
could  have  had  no  personal  knowledge  of  the  fact  or  circumstances  of  incurrence,  cor- 
roborated by  the  testimony  of  Capt.  Noah  Jones,  who,  on  special  examination,  swears 
that  the  only  knowledge  he  had  as  to  incurrence  was  gained  from  claimant.  On 
special  examination  all  sources  of  information  have  been  exhausted  and  no  person 
has  l)een  found  who  witnessed  the  injury.  Pensioner  swears  the  only  witness  he 
knew  of  has  been  dead  over  a  year.  He  did  not  produce  him,  when  living.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  testimony  is  voluminous  to  show  that  it  was  common  report  at  the 
time,  that  the  claimant  hurt  himself  in  a  figiit  with  a  negro,  while  absi^nt  from  his 
company  without  leave,  and  that  his  discharge  was  fraudulently  procured.  There  is 
the  iH)sitive  testimony  of  several  persons,  some  of  whom  are  of  high  credibility,  and 
iK^yond  the  taint  of  local  prejudice,  that  pensioner  told  them  at  various  times,  that 
his  hand  was  hurt  in  a  fight  with  a  negro.  The  testimony  of  William  Milliken  is 
v<»ry  strongly  adverse.  The  pensioner  also  reported,  since  discharge,  that  his  injury 
rpsulte<i  from  a  saber  cut,  incurred  in  the  service.  When  it  is  prove<l  (as  in  this 
ca.*«e)  that  the  pensioner  told  these  differing  accounts  as  to  incurrence,  and  that  he 
8er\'e<l  in  the  Sixtieth  Ohio  Volunteeng  from  January  to  July,  1865,  but  swore  in  1879 
that  he  had  not  served  since  1862,  and  that  he  was  a  reckless,  dissolute  man,  before 
an<i  in  service  and  since  to  1872,  it  will  be  conceded  that  to  allow  his  claim  to  stand, 
on  no  stronger  evi<lence  than  his  uncorroborated  word,  is  to  countenance  a  travesty  on 
justice,  the  certificate  of  disability  being  no  more  than  his  own  statement. 

The  above  action,  on  which  claimant's  name  was  dropped,  is  chiefly 
remarkable  for  its  long  and  labored  argument. 

Claims  for  rcstomtion  in  18S9  and  181)4  were- rejected  in  1897  in  the 
following  stated  language: 

Approved  for  rejection  of  restoration  for  injury  to  right  hand,  on  the  ground  that 
the  evidence  filed  in  rebuttal  of  dropping  is  wholly  inadequate  to  change  said  action. 

The  claim  for  restoration  filed  in  1900  was  rejected,  as  set  out  in  the 
beginning  of  this  opinion. 

It  may  be  stated  incidentally  that  a  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  was  rejected  in  1891,  in  the  following  stated  language: 

Approver!  for  rejection;  no  pensionable  disability  under  this  act  shown;  the  disa- 
bility found  shown  to  have  l)een  due  to  vicious  habits  of  claimant,  the  same  having 
warranted  the  rejection  of  the  original  claim. 

In  claimant's  original  declaration  he  made  the  following  allegations: 

That  while  a  meml)er  of  the  organization  aforesaid,  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty 
at  Alexandria,  in  the  iState  of  Virginia,  on  or  alx>ut  the  15th  day  <»f  July,  18(52,  while 
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KTTDKXCE-^BECORD— CEBTEFICATE  OF  DISABUJTY. 

Thomas  F.  Gabdner. 

Ar^llint  wa*  •iif»"h4rE*?«l  fnim  the  service  on  a  sargeon's  certificati'  ■ 
m:  .  L  r^'.u^l  that  hf  wag  ** incapable  of  performing  the  duties^ 
l^o-s?^  ••:  A  frai-nine  ^f  the  carpal  bones  of  right  hand,  preventini: 
■  -f  :r.*-  sar.j**.     Injury  was  fvceived  July  15,  at  Alexandria,  when  getiii. 
w»\  ♦'a  r..  iKt-  sa:«i  private  l*ing  on  doty  at  the  time." 

H'  '  T*  a:  ::  -  pivsir:.p::«»n  i<  that  the  surgeon  who  made  the  oertificatv 
.:.!  -r-.  *::•  r.  fn-c.  rvi:a>»ie  j*»uiTe?-  His  dntv  was  to  make  a  true  rtn 
ifc.*->  T*--  x^\  in  it-  Tlie  presumption  that  he  performed  his  full  «i 
r^n»ri  >  ••'  <r-i*^  iliat  it  L?  not  overcome  by  mere  probabilities. 

^1  *,;.*'.•  .r  .v.T»**rrv  /"  Z,  OffHjMI  to  the  Comml'Ssiomr  of  i 

iht.i^r  lo.  1902. 

Th*^\vx^  F.  (nipiner,  forme riv  private  Company  A,  First  Oli 
airA\  rilt-^i  a  claim  for  restoration  to  the  rolls  under  the  g-cntT 
Manh  :;K  !**"»•  whioh  wajj  rejected  in  the  following  stated  Iht  • 
on  J-.ilv  W  !:*■»: 

Y  • :  A-»-  ii-f  »ra:M:'»i  tl^t  y«.Hir  claim  for  restoration  to  the  rolls  under  tbi^ 
iA».  !^*»»i  \\at\  h  iTT.  1*<«\  api^eani  to  K*  a  <luplicate  of  claim  filed  May  21,  is 
^  :  :•  r.  '*^rr  i!:2,  ;*"^*4,  wh:«  h  were  ivjei'ted  April  9,  1887,  on  the  ground  that  \'. 
•!•  -tv  Ti  -'i  ;c  ret^ita!.  oi  dn»p{>!ne  your  name  from  the  rolls,  for  allegeil  inj 
nj*.:  r-AT.'i,  i*  w!...*.!y  inadt-«)iiaie  to  change  said  action. 

T*»-  !t-^::r.j-»r.y  .»:  Nt^h  Jones,  reivntly  filed,  has  been  carefully  considere<i  ii 
Dr»  t:  r.  « i'h  A.i  The  other  evident>e  in  the  case,  but  that  it  does  not  warrant  a  cl 
x<  A  :.  -n,  f  r  •.^'f  :V>'lowinjr  rea^^ns:  He  does  not  appear  to  have  personal  know) 
.<  \  -IT  \^\iz.z  ii;*  Mrrt^ti  jaid  injury  to  right  liand,  while  you  were  in  the  servKv 
ir.  l.rv  .4  •'.•:!>.  Aii-:  hi>  ie>imumy  was  given  careful  consideration  after  he  had  1 
iTitt-ni  ."^  w»*i  *«y  a  *]^;al  exammer  from  this  Bareau. 

Tt.*-  Ai  t^  in  .  •!  iv;t\  ti'^n  «>f  April  9, 1897,  is  therefore  deemed  proper  and  is  a<lhore'l 

l>n  Aiiini-a  17,  \\^^K  the  claimant  filed  an  appeal  to  the  Departniei 
xw  whi%  h  he  made  the  following  (X>ntention: 

T:  r  •  '.A:!'..An:  Ai»i<e:il«  lor  a  recivn^ideration  of  his  said  claim  for  the  reason  that  tl 
t«<:  ••  -  -TV  .^.  «  h:«'h  the  iiovemment  wholly  relieil,  when  claimant  was  dropped  fror 
t! »  r  .>.  hA>  >^'^^4  proven  ial^e  m  every  particular — even  the  witnesses  H.  C.  Deni«>a- 
ars>!  rVt<  r  tit  ;i  reovnily  made  statements  to  the  effect  that  their  original  statemenljj, 
c>  1  «^  \,  ihr  tiovemment  relied,  were  false.  Captain  Noah  Jones  testifies  that 
s.-:  •  •  *> .-:  t^e  •■riir'.na!  wiint?!«svs,  on  whose  testimony  the  (jovernment  relied,  wa.'«or 
o  •-'  i  ^A\~e  *^vn  within  forty  miles  of  the  place  where  the  accident  occurred,  and  that 
:*  •  -r  Tt^  !i..^.y  has  m  hoily  false,  in  every  particular,  so  ^r  as  seeing  or  knowing  any 
.-<  :r.r*  th-Tiis  i.^  whi«  h  they  testifieil  in  their  original  affidavits. 

On  iViolier  i*,  ISi't*,  claimant  was  allowed  ^  per  month,  under  the 
art  of  JiiiH?  :*7,  1>;^L  to  date  from  Oetober  13,  1898,  but  payments 
weiv  withheld  to  reimburse  the  Govenmient  for  payments  erroneously 
made  under  the  general  law.  Of  eourse,  if  claimant  is  entitled  to  re^to- 
nai\^n  to  the  ix>lls  under  the  general  law,  such  restoration  will  carry 
with  it  the  aotion  of  withholding  payments. 

Tbe  tsisue,  and  die  only  one,  raised  by  the  appeal  i^i  whether  this 


tlLl-'lV    i**'   tT'Tl    •**;^.'^"  .»»■ 


T  1        •        "^ 


'•rri  ^'--^pU'uu«€^  >   .' 

_^-  -i^  --  •  •  :i».,;,\nL:j  r*  <    ':• 

•.  zj*   v:t-  :■  *  "jL  r.Tbl  \\ *    ■ 

■'"     >-  l—    -11   _  T«a-  !!-• 

'■  -lj    ::i" •  lij  „  '*-r^.iiL. I 

r    •  ?i**- .  ■    '2.-  ■•^'..uif -r,  »■ 

ti-a:  :l-  _,   r  •ti^.-'I^*  .     _ 

^»-e>ii  »*i4:/.L:.VM:iai'.  -  — - 

ha^  iitr^.  :w"r'i\»ii'  9-.-*-w 

ki****' "!  i^-  i^.-:.  •'*.'« 

«<1»^T  !jii;..  :,-  •'<-  _ 

ti^"-  '-1**  "If   . :   .  - 

-  '-■ti-  T-^M  ir  -_     ^     _: 

T^  «w-  .  i«-si!:.  •■ "       - 

-J.  LJll    .      -M 

'-'-    —I       •*•   il'JT    1    .     .J 

-  -^  -rr    ^     t  • .  ••r«.      '. 

r-^     -  ^  _  .  ^.-»    ' 

or--      *  _.    '_*    ir-l"    r*  • 

— ^-    -  •-  -i::-^ 

l:ur  If-  i;a>  i-   -»--» 

K"-!      Ii   •^,  (".M,     : 

.11  Ii'  -f'  .^y   •  ^.■ 

^Il^••'    ii"-  «*ri'.:r:,. 

Tjh  an»i   .• 

rMuariL}.^    r 

•  'niim  '••  -   • 

i»lhlW,,.r       .J,, 

*4          *^'    •                •                  » 

Li*  -',:.»•••« 

;iON8. 

(I  commiin 

was  injui'^ 

I  tight.     F 

which  vet 

nto  the  ar 

•ink  more  ^ 

reformed 

bout  this 

.  stricture 

In  this 

.  of  thei 

.led  to  i 

\  his  pel 

odof  a 

who  cc 

I  whic 

.cgins: 

A 

,d  wi 

II  as 

red 

hi 

>\'h< 

vai 

hi 

o 

ill 

(] 


»      •  t 


I  .r 


-  -  ^ 


86  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO    PENSIONS. 

in  tlie»actof  getting  on  a  railroad  train  made  a  misstep  and  fell  upon  the  track 
between  the  cars,  and  in  attempting  to  save  himself  struck  his  right  hand  against  the 
iron  railing  and  fractured  the  carpal  lx)nes  of  his  right  hand.  He  has  never  rei'overed 
the  use  of  said  hand.  The  injury  is  very  painful,  and  said  hand  is  and  has  been  ever 
since  such  injury  partially  useless. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  the  following: 

On  the  muster  roll  of  Company  A,  of  that  regiment,  from  muster  in  to  June  30, 
1862,  he  is  reported  present;  July  and  August,  1862,  absent,  sick  in  hospital  at  Alex- 
andria; absent  enlisted  men  of  the  company,  not  accounted  for,  on  the  return  of  the 
regiment,  for  July,  1862;  consolidated  roll  of  company  for  July,  August,  September, 
and  October,  1862,  reports  him  private,  discharged. 

The  medical  rec^ords  of  the  War  Department  have  the  following: 

Private  Thomas  F.  Ganlner,  Company  A,  First  Ohio  Cavalry,  entered  Fairfax 
Street,  branch  of  the  G.  H.,  Alexandria,  Va.,  August  15,  1862,  with  **  fracture"  (no 
other  diagnosis  appears),  and  was  discharged  from  the  service  September  19,  1862; 
there  are  no  records  of  the  regiment  on  file. 

Over  the  signature  of  John  E.  Summers,  surgeon  in  charge  of  the 
hospital  at  Alexandria,  Va.,  appears  the  following  in  the  certificate  of 
disability  for  discharge: 

I  certify  that  I  have  carefully  examine<l  the  said  Thomas  F.  Gardner,  of  Captain 
Robinson's  company,  and  find  him  incrapable  of  jierforming  the  duties  of  a  soldier 
because  of  fracture  of  the  carpal  bones  of  right  hand,  preventing  the  free  use  of 
the  same.  Injury  was  received  July  15,  at  Alexandria  when  getting  on  a  railway 
train,  the  said  private  being  on  duty  at  the  time.  He  is  unable  to  obtain  his  subsist- 
ence by  manual  labor  one-fourth. 

December  9,  1880,  Noah  Jones,  who  was  first  lieutenant  of  claim- 
ant's company,  and  in  command  of  the  same  in  eluly,  1862,  made  the 
following  affidavit: 

That  on  or  about  July  15,  1862,  Thomas  F.  Gardner,  then  a  memlx»r  of  said  com- 
pany, was  sent  to  Alexandria,  Va.,  to  look  for  certain  horses  Ijelonging  to  the  mem- 
bers of  said  company,  which  had  strayed  or  been  stolen  from  said  company,  and 
that  while  he  was  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty  in  pursuance  of  said  order,  and  in  the 
act  of  getting  on  a  train  of  cariB,  he  fell  and  injured  his  hand,  as  this  affiant  was 
informed  at  the  time,  or  soon  after  sai<l  injury.  That  said  Gardner  went  at  once 
to  Fairfax  Street  hospital,  Alexandria,  Va.,  for  treatment,  and  sent  to  his  company 
for  his  descriptive  roll. 

The  claimant  was  medically  examined  December  6,  1880,  and  on  the 
conditions  described  a  $4  rating  was  granted  on  June  2^),  1881. 
The  following  letter  was  then  forwarded  to  the  Bureau: 

Washington  C.  II.,  Onio,  January  :ii9^  188S, 
Colonel  W.  W.  Dudley: 

Sir:  We,  the  undersigned  memlx?rs  of  late  Company  A,  First  Ohio  Volunteer  Cav- 
alry, would  like  to  hear  from  you  in  regard  to  the  jH^nsion  of  T.  F.  Gardner.  What 
has  l)een  done  with  it?    We  are  bound  to  bring  it  to  light  as  a  fraud. 

H.  C.  Denious. 

U.  L.  Limes. 

Peter  Getz. 

George  B.  Barnes. 

Mitchell  (his  x)  Gibbns. 
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From  time  to  time  Getz  and  Denious  continued  communicating  with 
the  Bureau,  insisting  that  at  the  time  claimant  was  injured  the  com- 
pany was  not  on  duty,  and  that  he  never  was  in  a  tight.  Finally,  upon 
May  17,  1884,  a  special  examination  was  begun,  which  resulted  in  the 
action  of  dropping. 

The  evidence  shows  that  prior  to  his  entry  into  the  army  claimant 
had  been  engaged  in  the  saloon  business,  and  drank  more  or  less  in  the 
service  and  after  discharge  until  1872,  when  he  reformed,  becoming  a 
total  abstainer  and  a  member  of  a  church.  About  this  time  he  also 
became  editor  of  a  paper  and  was  violent  in  his  strictures  upon  those 
engaged  in  the  liquor  traffic  in  his  community.  In  this  way  he  made 
some  bitter  enemies,  and  he  alleges  that  some  of  them  decided  to 
deprive  him  of  his  pension.  He  asseils  that  this  led  to  the  charges  of 
fraud  against  him  and  ended  in  depriving  him  of  his  pension. 

The  special  examination  extended  over  a  period  of  a  year,  and  all 
comrades  of  claimant  were  seen  and  interviewed  who  could  })e  located. 
There  is  a  great  mass  of  testimony,  considerable  of  which  is  immaterial 
to  the  issue  presented.  The  adverse  evidence  begins  and  ends  with 
that  of  those  who  signed  the  letter  above  set  out.  A  number  of  wit- 
nesses stated  that  they  heard  that  claimant's  hand  was  injured  while 
he  was  engaged  in  a  fight  with  a  negro.  When  asked  from  whom 
they  heard  it,  they  named  one  of  the  signers  referred  to. 

The  claimant  testified  that  sometime  in  July  his  company  was 
ordered  from  Alexandria  to  Warrenton,  and  that  when  he  arrived  at 
the  latter  place  he  secured  a  pass  to  return  to  Alexandria  to  look  for 
his  horse  which  had  been  lost  or  stolen.  After  he  had  made  a  search 
for  his  horse  and  was  boarding  a  car  to  return  to  his  company  the 
train  started  and  he  was  thrown  to  the  ground  and  his  hand  was 
injui-ed. 

In  this  statement  claimant  is  substantially  corroborated  by  first 
lieutenant,  afterwards,  Capt*  Noah  Jones,  William  S.  Gordon,  Charles 
Duffee,  Archibald  Dyer,  and  Thomas  J.  Mooney,  all  comrades.  It  is 
true  that  no  eyewitness  to  the  injury  as  alleged  has  been  produced 
by  claimant  until  recent  years,  and  then  under  such  circumstances  as 
throws  some  doubt  about  the  statement;  but  it  is  error  to  state,  as 
was  done  in  the  original  rejection,  that  the  claimant  stands  uncor- 
roborated. A  witness  may  be  corroborated  by  facts  and  circum- 
stances in  evidence  and  he  may  be  aided  in  establishing  his  claim  by 
the  reasonable  presumptions  that  flow  therefrom.  The  claimant  is 
presumed  to  have  been  in  line  of  duty  when  the  injur}'  occurred. 
Evidence  of  a  reliable  character,  however,  establishing  that  he 
received  the  injury  in  a  drunken  bi*awl  is  sufficient  to  overcome  this 
presumption,  and  even  to  overcome  a  record  in  his  favor.  But  it 
is  to  lie  said  that  a  contemporaneous  official  record  may  not  be 
impeached  and  set  aside  on  any  weak  or  uncertain  evidence.  In  this 
case  the  claimant  and  his  witnesses  are  corroborated  liy  the  official 


86  DECISIONS   BELATIKG   TO   PENSIONS. 

in  the 'act  of  getting  on  a  railroad  train  made  a  misstep  and  fell  upon  the  track 
between  the  cars,  and  in  attempting  to  save  himself  struck  his  right  hand  against  the 
iron  railing  and  fractured  the  car{)al  bones  of  his  right  hand.  He  has  never  recovered 
the  use  of  said  hand.  The  injury  is  very  painful,  and  said  hand  is  and  has  l)een  ever 
since  such  injury  partially  useless. 

The  recordn  of  the  War  Department  show  the  following: 

On  the  muster  roll  of  Company  A,  of  that  regiment,  from  muster  in  to  June  30, 
1862,  he  is  reported  present;  July  and  August,  1862,  absent,  sick  in  hospital  at  Alex- 
andria; absent  enlisted  men  of  the  company,  not  a(*counted  for,  on  the  return  of  the 
regiment,  for  July,  1862;  consolidated  roll  of  company  for  July,  August,  Septeml)er, 
and  October,  1862,  reports  him  private,  dischai^ged. 

The  medical  records  of  the  War  Department  have  the  following: 

Private  Thomas  F.  Gardner,  Company  A,  First  Ohio  Cavalry,  entered  Fairfax 
Street,  branch  of  the  G.  H.,  Alexandria,  Va.,  August  15,  1862,  with  **  fracture"  (no 
other  diagnosis  appears),  and  was  discharged  from  the  service  September  19,  1862; 
there  are  no  records  of  the  regiment  on  file. 

Over  the  signature  of  John  E.  Summers,  surgeon  in  charge  of  the 
hospital  at  Alexandria,  Va.,  appears  the  following  in  the  certificate  of 
disabilit}^  for  discharge: 

I  certify  that  I  have  carefully  examine<l  the  said  Thomas  F.  Gardner,  of  Capt^un 
Robinson's  company,  and  find  him  intrapable  of  performing  the  duties  of  a  soldier 
bei»au8e  of  fracture  of  the  carjwil  bones  of  right  hand,  preventing  the  free  use  of 
the  same.  Injury  was  receive<l  July  15,  at  Alexandria  when  getting  on  a  railway 
train,  the  said  private  being  on  duty  at  the  time.  He  is  unable  to  obtain  his  subsist- 
ence by  manual  lalx)r  one-fourth. 

December  9,  1880,  Noah  Jones,  who  was  first  lieutenant  of  claim- 
ant's company,  and  in  command  of  the  same  in  July,  1862,  made  the 
following  affidavit: 

That  on  or  about  July  15,  1862,  Thomas  F.  Ganhier,  then  a  member  of  said  c*om- 
pany,  was  sent  to  Alexandria,  Va.,  to  look  for  certain  horses  l>elonging  to  the  mem- 
bers of  said  (X)mpany,  which  had  strayed  or  l)een  stolen  from  said  company,  and 
that  while  he  was  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty  in  pursuance  of  said  onler,  and  in  the 
act  of  glutting  on  a  train  of  cars,  he  fell  and  injured  his  hand,  as  this  affiant  was 
informal  at  the  time,  or  soon  after  said  injury.  That  said  Gardner  went  at  once 
to  Fairfax  Street  hospital,  Alexandria,  Va.,  for  treatment,  and  sent  to  his  cx)m|)any 
for  his  descriptive  roll. 

The  claimant  was  medically  examined  December  6, 1880,  and  on  the 
conditions  described  a  $4  rating  was  granted  on  June  29, 1881. 
The  following  letter  was  then  forwarded  to  the  Bureau: 

Washington  C\  II.,  Ohio,  Jtmuanf  S9y  JSSS. 
Colonel  W.  W.  Dudley: 

Sir:  We,  the  undersigned  members  of  late  Comjiany  A,  First  Ohio  Volunteer  Cav- 
alry, would  like  to  hear  from  you  in  regard  to  the  |K?nsion  of  T.  F.  (lardner.  What 
has  l)een  done  with  it?    We  are  l)Oimd  to  bring  it  to  light  as  a  fraud. 

n.  C.  Denious. 

II.  L.  LlMEH. 

Peter  Getz. 
George  B.  Barnes. 
Mitchell  (his  x)  Gibgns. 
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From  time  to  time  Getz  and  Denious  continued  communicating  with 
the  Bureau,  insisting  that  at  the  time  claimant  wa8  injured  the  com- 
pany was  not  on  duty,  and  that  he  never  was  in  a  tight.  Finally,  upon 
Alay  17,  188^,  a  special  examination  was  begun,  which  resulted  in  the 
action  of  dropping. 

The  evidence  shows  that  prior  to  his  entry  into  the  army  claimant 
had  been  engaged  in  the  saloon  business,  and  drank  more  or  less  in  the 
service  and  after  discharge  until  1872,  when  he  reformed,  becoming  a 
total  abstainer  and  a  member  of  a  church.  About  this  time  he  also 
became  editor  of  a  paper  and  was  violent  in  his  strictures  upon  those 
engaged  in  the  liquor  traffic  in  his  community.  In  this  way  he  made 
some  bitter  enemies,  and  he  alleges  that  some  of  them  decided  to 
deprive  him  of  his  pension.  He  asseils  that  this  led  to  the  charges  of 
fraud  against  him  and  ended  in  depriving  him  of  his  pension. 

The  special  examination  extended  over  a  period  of  a  year,  and  all 
comrades  of  claimant  were  seen  and  interviewed  who  could  })e  located. 
There  is  a  great  mass  of  testimony,  considerable  of  which  is  immaterial 
to  the  issue  presented.  The  adverse  evidence  begins  and  ends  with 
that  of  those  who  signed  the  letter  above  set  out.  A  number  of  wit- 
nesses stated  that  they  heard  that  claimant's  hand  was  injured  while 
he  was  engaged  in  a  fight  with  a  negro.  When  asked  from  whom 
they  heard  it,  they  named  one  of  the  signers  referred  to. 

The  claimant  testified  that  sometime  in  July  his  company  was 
ordered  from  Alexandria  to  Warrenton,  and  that  when  he  arrived  at 
the  latter  place  he  secured  a  pass  to  return  to  Alexandria  to  look  for 
his  horse  which  had  been  lost  or  stolen.  After  he  had  made  a  search 
for  his  horse  and  was  boarding  a  car  to  return  to  his  company  the 
train  started  and  he  was  thrown  to  the  ground  and  his  hand  was 
injured. 

In  this  statement  claimant  is  substantially  corroborated  by  first 
lieutenant,  afterwards,  Capt*  Noah  Jones,  William  S.  Gordon,  Charles 
Duffee,  Archibald  Dyer,  and  Thomas  J.  Mooney,  all  comrades.  It  is 
true  that  no  eyewitness  to  the  injury  as  alleged  has  been  produced 
by  claimant  until  recent  years,  and  then  under  such  circumstances  as 
throws  some  doubt  about  the  statement;  but  it  is  error  to  state,  as 
was  done  in  the  original  rejection,  that  the  claimant  stands  uncor- 
roborated. A  witness  may  be  corroborated  by  facts  and  circum- 
stances in  evidence  and  he  may  be  aided  in  establishing  his  claim  by 
the  reasonable  presumptions  that  flow  therefrom.  The  claimant  is 
presumed  to  have  been  in  line  of  duty  when  the  injury  occurred. 
Evidence  of  a  reliable  character,  however,  establishing  that  he 
received  the  injury  in  a  drunken  brawl  is  sufficient  to  overcome  this 
presumption,  and  even  to  overcome  a  record  in  his  favor.  But  it 
is  to  be  said  that  a  contemporaneous  official  record  may  not  be 
impeached  and  set  aside  on  any  weak  or  uncertain  evidence.  In  this 
the  claimant  and  his  witnesses  are  corrolK) rated  bv  the  official 
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in  the 'act  of  getting  on  a  railroad  train  made  a  misstep  and  fell  u{)on  the  track 
between  the  cars,  and  in  attempting  to  save  himself  struck  his  right  hand  against  the 
iron  railing  and  fractured  the  carj)al  bones  of  his  right  hand.  He  has  never  recovered 
the  use  of  said  hand.  The  injury  is  very  jminful,  and  said  hand  is  and  has  Xyeen  ever 
since  such  injury  partially  useless. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  the  following: 

On  the  muster  roll  of  Company  A,  of  that  regiment,  from  muster  in  to  June  30, 
1802,  he  is  reported  present;  July  and  August,  1862,  absent,  sick  in  hospital  at  Alex- 
andria; absent  enlisted  men  of  the  company,  not  accounted  for,  on  the  return  of  the 
regiment,  for  July,  1862;  consolidated  roll  of  company  for  July,  August,  September, 
and  October,  1862,  reports  him  private,  discharged. 

The  medical  records  of  the  War  Department  have  the  following: 

Private  Thomas  F.  Gardner,  Company  A,  First  Ohio  Cavalry,  entered  Fairfax 
Street,  branch  of  the  G.  H.,  Alexandria,  Va.,  August  15,  1862,  with  "fracture"  (no 
other  diagnosis  appears),  and  was  discharged  from  the  service  September  19,  1862; 
there  are  no  records  of  the  regiment  on  file. 

Over  the  signature  of  elohn  E.  Summers,  surgeon  in  charge  of  the 
hospital  at  Alexandria,  Va.,  appears  the  following  in  the  certificate  of 
disability  for  discharge: 

I  certify  that  I  have  carefully  examined  the  said  Thomas  F.  Gardner,  of  Captain 
Robinson's  company,  and  find  him  incapable  of  performing  the  duties  of  a  soldier 
because  of  fracture  of  the  carpal  bones  of  right  hand,  preventing  the  free  use  of 
the  same.  Injury  was  received  July  15,  at  Alexandria  when  getting  on  a  railway 
train,  the  said  private  being  on  duty  at  the  time.  He  is  unable  to  obtain  his  subsist- 
ence by  manual  labor  one-fourth. 

December  9,  1880,  Noah  Jones,  who  was  first  lieutenant  of  claim- 
ant's company,  and  in  command  of  the  same  in  July,  1862,  made  the 
following  affidavit: 

That  on  or  about  July  15,  1862,  Thomas  F.  Gardner,  then  a  member  of  said  com- 
pany, was  sent  to  Alexandria,  Va.,  to  look  for  certain  horses  l)elonging  to  the  mem- 
bers of  said  company,  which  had  strayed  or  been  stolen  from  said  (romiiany,  and 
that  while  he  was  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty  in  pursuance  of  said  onler,  and  in  the 
act  of  getting  on  a  train  of  cars,  he  fell  and  injured  his  han<l,  as  this  affiant  was 
informed  at  the  time,  or  soon  after  said  injury.  That  said  (iardner  went  at  once 
to  Fairfax  Street  hospital,  Alexandria,  Va.,  for  treatment,  and  sent  to  his  (^om^iany 
for  his  descriptive  roll. 

The  claimant  was  medically  examined  December  6,  1880,  and  on  the 
conditions  described  a  ^  rating  was  granted  on  June  29, 1881. 
The  following  letter  was  then  forwarded  to  the  Bureau: 

Washington  V.  II.,  Ohio,  January  yi9^  18^3, 
Colonel  W.  W.  Dudley: 

Sir:  We,  the  undersigned  memlwrs  of  late  Company  A,  First  Ohio  Volunteer  Cav- 
alry, would  like  to  hear  from  you  in  regard  to  the  jK^nsion  of  T.  F.  Gardner.  What 
has  l)een  done  with  it?    We  are  bomid  to  bring  it  to  light  as  a  fraud. 

II.  C.  Denious. 

H.  L.  Limes. 

Peter  Getz. 

George  B.  Barneb. 

Mitchell  (his  z)  Gibbns« 
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From  time  to  time  Getz  and  Denious  continued  communicating  with 
the  Bureau,  insisting  that  at  the  time  claimant  was  injured  the  com- 
pany was  not  on  duty,  and  that  he  never  was  in  a  fight.  Finally,  upon 
May  17,  1884,  a  special  examination  was  begun,  which  resulted  in  the 
action  of  dropping. 

The  evidence  shows  that  prior  to  his  entry  into  the  army  claimant 
had  been  engaged  in  the  saloon  business,  and  drank  more  or  less  in  the 
service  and  after  discharge  until  1872,  when  he  reformed,  becoming  a 
total  abstainer  and  a  member  of  a  church.  About  this  time  he  also 
became  editor  of  a  paper  and  was  violent  in  his  strictures  upon  those 
engaged  in  the  liquor  traffic  in  his  community.  In  this  way  he  made 
some  bitter  enemies,  and  he  alleges  that  some  of  them  decided  to 
deprive  him  of  his  pension.  He  asseils  that  this  led  to  the  charges  of 
fraud  against  him  and  ended  in  depriving  him  of  his  pension. 

The  special  examination  extended  over  a  period  of  a  year,  and  all 
comrades  of  claimant  were  seen  and  interviewed  who  could  he  located. 
There  is  a  great  mass  of  testimony,  considerable  of  which  is  immaterial 
to  the  issue  presented.  The  adverse  evidence  begins  and  ends  with 
that  of  those  who  signed  the  letter  above  set  out.  A  number  of  wit- 
nesses stated  that  they  heard  that  claimant's  hand  was  injured  while 
he  was  engaged  in  a  fight  with  a  negro.  When  asked  from  whom 
they  heard  it,  they  named  one  of  the  signers  referred  to. 

The  claimant  testified  that  sometime  in  July  his  company  was 
ordered  from  Alexandria  to  Warrenton,  and  that  when  he  arrived  at 
the  latter  place  he  secured  a  pass  to  return  to  Alexandria  to  look  for 
his  horse  which  had  been  lost  or  stolen.  After  he  had  made  a  search 
for  his  horse  and  was  boarding  a  car  to  return  to  his  company  the 
train  started  and  he  was  thrown  to  the  ground  and  his  hand  was 
injured. 

In  this  statement  claimant  is  substantially  corroborated  by  first 
lieutenant,  afterwards,  Capt  Noah  Jones,  William  S.  Gordon,  Charles 
Duffee,  Archibald  Dyer,  and  Thomas  J.  Mooney,  all  comrades.  It  is 
true  that  no  eyewitness  to  the  injury  as  alleged  has  been  produced 
by  claimant  until  recent  years,  and  then  under  such  circumstances  as 
throws  some  doubt  about  the  statement;  but  it  is  error  to  state,  as 
was  done  in  the  original  rejection,  that  the  claimant  stands  uncor- 
roborated. A  witness  may  be  corroborated  by  facts  and  circum- 
stances in  evidence  and  he  may  be  aided  in  establishing  his  claim  by 
the  reasonable  presumptions  that  flow  therefrom.  The  claimant  is 
presumed  to  have  been  in  line  of  duty  when  the  injury  occurred. 
Evidence  of  a  reliable  character,  however,  establishing  that  he 
received  the  injury  in  a  drunken  bi-awl  is  sufficient  to  overcome  this 
presumption,  and  even  to  overcome  a  record  in  his  favor.  But  it 
is  to  Ik*  said  that  a  contemporaneous  official  record  may  not  be 
impeached  and  set  aside  on  any  weak  or  uncertain  evidence.  In  this 
the  claimant  and  his  witnesses  are  corroborated  >)v  the  official 
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in  the 'act  of  getting  on  a  railroad  train  made  a  misstep  and  fell  upon  the  track 
between  the  cars,  and  in  attempting  to  save  himself  struck  his  right  hand  against  the 
iron  railing  and  fractured  the  carpal  bones  of  his  right  hand.  He  has  never  recovered 
the  use  of  said  hand.  The  injury  is  very  painful,  and  said  hand  is  and  has  been  ever 
since  such  injury  partially  useless. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  the  following: 

On  the  muster  roll  of  Comi)any  A,  of  that  regiment,  from  muster  in  to  June  30, 
1862,  he  is  reported  present;  July  and  August,  1862,  absent,  sick  in  hospital  at  Alex- 
andria; absent  enlisted  men  of  the  company,  not  accounted  for,  on  the  return  of  the 
regiment,  for  July,  1862;  consolidated  roll  of  company  for  July,  August,  September, 
and  October,  1862,  reports  him  private,  discharged. 

The  medical  records  of  the  War  Department  have  the  following: 

Private  Thomas  F.  Gardner,  Company  A,  First  Ohio  Cavalry,  entered  Fairfax 
Street,  branch  of  the  G.  H.,  Alexandria,  Va.,  August  15,  1862,  with  "fracture''  (no 
other  diagnosis  appears),  and  was  dischargeii  from  the  service  September  19,  1862; 
there  are  no  records  of  the  regiment  on  file. 

Over  the  signature  of  John  E.  Summers,  surgeon  in  charge  of  the 
hospital  at  Alexandria,  Va.,  appears  the  following  in  the  certificate  of 
disability  for  discharge: 

I  certify  that  I  have  carefully  examined  the  said  Thomas  F.  Gardner,  of  Captain 
Robinson's  company,  and  find  him  im^pable  of  performing  the  duties  of  a  soldier 
because  of  fracture  of  the  carpal  bones  of  right  hand,  preventing  the  free  use  of 
the  same.  Injury  was  receive<l  July  15,  at  Alexandria  when  getting  on  a  railway 
train,  the  said  private  l)eing  on  duty  at  the  time.  He  is  unable  to  obtain  his  sulwist- 
ence  by  manual  lalwr  one-fourth. 

December  9,  1880,  Noah  Jones,  who  was  first  lieutenant  of  claim- 
ant's company,  and  in  command  of  the  same  in  July,  1862,  made  the 
following  affidavit: 

That  on  or  about  July  15,  1862,  Thomas  F.  Gardner,  then  a  member  of  said  com- 
pany, was  sent  to  Alexandria,  Va.,  Ui  look  for  certain  horses  belonging  to  the  mem- 
l)ers  of  said  company,  which  had  strayed  or  been  stolt^n  from  said  comjiany,  and 
that  while  he  was  in  the  disc^harge  of  his  duty  in  pursuance  of  said  order,  and  in  the 
act  of  getting  on  a  train  of  cars,  he  fell  and  injureti  his  hand,  as  this  afi^ant  was 
informcxl  at  the  time,  or  soon  after  said  injury.  That  said  (iardner  went  at  once 
to  Fairfax  Street  hospital,  Alexandria,  Va.,  for  treatment,  and  sent  to  his  company 
for  his  <lescriptive  roll. 

The  claimant  wiuj  medically  examined  December  6,  1880,  and  on  the 
conditions  described  a  $4  rating  was  granted  on  June  29, 1881. 
The  following  letter  was  then  forwarded  to  the  Bureau: 

WAsniN<;TON  C  II.,  Ohio,  Jannartf  ^9,  J8S3. 
Colonel  W.  W.  Dudley: 

Sir:  We,  the  undersigned  meml)ers  of  late  Coini)any  A,  First  Ohio  Volunteer  Cav- 
alry, would  like  to  hear  from  you  in  regard  1o  the  jx^ision  of  T.  F.  Gardner.  What 
has  l)een  done  with  it?    We  are  l)Ound  to  bring  it  to  light  as  a  fraud. 

H.  C.  Denious. 

H.  L.  Limes. 

Petbr  Getz. 

George  B.  Barnes. 

Mitchell  (his  x)  Gibbns« 
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From  time  to  time  Getz  and  Denious  continued  communicating  with 
the  Bureau,  insisting  that  at  the  time  claimant  was  injured  the  com- 
pany was  not  on  duty,  and  that  he  never  was  in  a  light.  Finally,  upon 
May  17,  1884,  a  special  examination  was  begun,  which  resulted  in  the 
action  of  dropping. 

The  evidence  shows  that  prior  to  his  entry  into  the  army  claimant 
had  been  engaged  in  the  saloon  business,  and  drank  more  or  less  in  the 
service  and  after  discharge  until  1872,  when  he  reformed,  becoming  a 
total  abstainer  and  a  member  of  a  church.  About  this  time  he  also 
became  editor  of  a  paper  and  was  violent  in  his  strictures  upon  those 
engaged  in  the  liquor  traffic  in  his  community.  In  this  way  he  made 
some  bitter  enemies,  and  he  alleges  that  some  of  them  decided  to 
deprive  him  of  his  pension.  He  asserts  that  this  led  to  the  charges  of 
fraud  against  him  and  ended  in  depriving  him  of  his  pension. 

The  special  examination  extended  over  a  period  of  a  year,  and  all 
comrades  of  claimant  were  seen  and  interviewed  who  could  be  located. 
There  is  a  great  mass  of  testimony,  considerable  of  which  is  immaterial 
to  the  issue  presented.  The  adverse  evidence  begins  and  ends  with 
that  of  those  who  signed  the  letter  above  set  out.  A  number  of  wit- 
nesses stated  that  they  heard  that  claimant's  hand  was  injured  while 
he  was  engaged  in  a  fight  with  a  negro.  When  asked  from  whom 
they  heard  it,  they  named  one  of  the  signers  referred  to. 

The  claimant  testified  that  sometime  in  July  his  company  was 
ordered  from  Alexandria  to  Warrenton,  and  that  when  he  arrived  at 
the  latter  place  he  secured  a  pass  to  return  to  Alexandria  to  look  for 
his  horse  which  had  been  lost  or  stolen.  After  he  had  made  a  search 
for  his  horse  and  was  boarding  a  car  to  return  to  his  company  the 
train  started  and  he  was  thrown  to  the  ground  and  his  hand  was 
injui'ed. 

In  this  statement  claimant  is  substantially  corroborated  by  first 
lieutenant,  afterwards,  Capt*  Noah  Jones,  William  S.  Gordon,  Charles 
DuflFee,  Archibald  Dyer,  and  Thomas  J.  Mooney,  all  comrades.  It  is 
true  that  no  eyewitness  to  the  injury  as  alleged  has  been  produced 
by  claimant  until  recent  years,  and  then  under  such  circumstances  as 
throws  some  doubt  about  the  statement;  but  it  is  error  to  state,  as 
was  done  in  the  original  rejection,  that  the  claimant  stands  uncor- 
roborated. A  witness  may  be  corroborated  by  facts  and  circum- 
stances in  evidence  and  he  may  be  aided  in  establishing  his  claim  by 
the  reasonable  pi'esumptions  that  flow  therefrom.  The  claimant  is 
presumed  to  have  been  in  line  of  duty  when  the  injur}-  occurred. 
Evidence  of  a  reliable  character,  however,  establishing  that  he 
received  the  injury  in  a  drunken  brawl  is  sufficient  to  overcome  this 
presumption,  and  even  to  overcome  a  record  in  his  favor.  But  it 
is  to  be  said  that  a  contemporaneous  official  record  may  not  be 
impeached  and  set  aside  on  any  weak  or  uncertain  evidence.  In  this 
case  the  claimant  and  his  witnesses  are  corroborated  by  the  official 
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records  of  the  War  Department,  the  certificate  of  disability  for  dis- 
charge, made  at  the  time  by  an  officer  charged  with  the  duty. 

In  the  case  of  Stephen  Thompson  (7  P.  D.,  26)  the  Department 
held: 

An  official  contemporaneous  record  is  the  best  evidence  as  to  facts  therein  recited, 
and  will  generally  be  accepted  by  the  Department  as  conclusive.  It  may,  however, 
be  shown  by  competent  proof  to  have  been  erroneous,  but  this  proof  must  be  of 
the  strongest  character. 

See  also  cases  of  Isaac  Williamson  (1  P.  D.,  7);  Seth  W.  H.  Griffin 
(6  P.  D.,  246);  Lewis  P.  Stolzenberg  (1  P.  D.,  428), 
In  the  case  of  Robert  Hirsch  (2  P.  D.,  304)  the  Department  said: 

The  certificate  of  disability  upon  which  a  soldier  is  discharged  is  a  contemporaneous 
record  of  such  weight  in  evidence  that  it  can  not  be  contradicted  by  statements  made 
many  years  afterwards,  of  the  surgeon  or  of  the  officers  or  comrades  of  the  soldier,  in 
the  absence  of  fraud  or  mistake  in  the  making  of  said  certificate.  • 

Also  in  in  the  case  of  Kobeil  B.  Paxton  (4  P.  D.,  114)  it  was  said: 

A  certificate  of  disability  made  at  discharge  is  a  contemporaneous  official  record, 
constituting  the  very  best  evidence  to  be  obtained  as  to  the  truth  of  the  recitals  of 
fact  therein  contained,  and  can  be  successfully  rebutted  only  by  direct,  positive,  and 
conclusive  evidence,  showing  beyond  question  that  there  was  error,  or  mistake  of 
fact,  or  fraud  in  making  said  record. 

There  is  a  long  line  of  Departmental  decisions  to  the  effect  that 
where  the  record  is  adverse  to  the  claimant  it  overcomes  the  presump- 
tion of  prior  soundness  and  that  an  alleged  injury  was  incurred  in  line 
of  duty  and  prevails  over  evidence  to  the  contrary,  unless  such  evi- 
dence amounts  to  positive  proof. 

See  crises  of  Isaac  Williamson  (1  P.  D.,  7);  Alonzo  F.  Wescott,  (1 
P.  D.,  316);  Daniel  Bidlake  (3  P.  D.,  27);  Billiard  Preston  (8  P.  D., 
374.) 

Thus  we  see  that  this  claimant  and  his  witnesses  are  corroboi'ated 
by  the  official  records,  the  best  evidence  that  the  alleged  injury  was 
incurred  in  line  of  duty.  It  only  remains  to  be  ascertained  if  the 
evidence  submitted  and  secured  in  this  case  is  sufficient  to  overcome 
and  impeach  said  record.  It  is  to  be  rememl)ered  that  the  special 
examination  took  place  in  1884,  twentj'^-two  years  after  claimant  was 
discharged. 

The  special  examiner  who  made  most  of  the  investigation  in  this 
case  had  the  following  to  say  of  the  witnesses  who  were  adverse  to 
claimant: 

I  don't  think  the  men  who  have  been  writing  letters  in  this  case  care  a  fig  for  the 
United  States  or  anybody  else.  They  are  after  the  pensioner,  and  their  manner  of 
testifying  before  me  indicates  a  depth  of  recklei«8  malice  that  can  not  be  coupled  with 
fairness.  One  of  the  oldest  and  most  substantial  citizens  of  Washington  CJourt  House 
told  me  to-day  that  Denious  and  Getz  are  blackmailers,  and  the  evidence  ot  it  waa 
here  in  town.  They  are  the  leading  men  in  this  matter.  Limes  had  evidently 
agreed  to  testify,  and  I  think  the  testimony  he  gave  was  in  discharge  of  his  agreement 
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with  Benioufi  and  Getz.  I  think  others 'are  crowding  Denious  and  Getz  forward 
and  that  likely  it  is  a  newspaper  row,  with  temperancej  saloons,  and  politics  mixed 
in.  Gieorge  P.  Barnes  says  he  don't  know  a  thing,  and  denied  signing  the  letter  with 
his  name  attached.  The  only  thing,  that  looks  like  evidence  is  that  of  Collins,  Wig- 
gington,  and  Ott.  Good  men  have  told  me  they  would  not  beUeve  either  of  them 
nnder  oath  in  an  investigation  like  this. 

The  report  of  the  evidence  by  the  examiner  sustains  his  conclusion. 

The  evidence  submitted  by  those  who  started  this  investigation  is 
largely  hearsay.  The}'^  testify  that  at  the  time  the  claimant  injured 
himself  it  was  general  rumor  in  and  about  the  camp  that  the  injury 
was  incurred  in  a  fight  with  a  negro.  Most  of  them  traced  their 
information  to  Denious  or  Getz. 

In  1894  Denious,  in  an  affidavit,  retracted  all  he  had  ever  testified 
to  about  claimant.  The  least  that  can  be  said  about  such  a  man  is  that 
he  is  utterly  unreliable  and  unworthy  of  belief. 

Some  of  the  witnesses  have  gone  so  far  as  to  say  that  claimant  was 
a  deserter  when  he  was  injured.  The  ofljcial  records  of  the  War 
Department  destroy  such  evidence  entirely.  Witnesses  have  been 
found  who  have  testified  that  they  do  not  believe  claimant  had  a  pass 
when  he  was  injured,  and  that  in  their  opinion  he  was  not  in  line  of 
duty.  Others  have  testified  that  claimant  was  in  the  habit  of  becom- 
ing drunk  in  the  service;  still  others  have  testified  that  he  was  a  good 
soldier,  attentive  to  duty.  In  short,  rumor  and  hearsay  have  in  this 
case  been  held  sufficient  to  impeach  the  record. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  analyze  the  evidence  and  point  out  the  incon- 
sistencies of  those  who  have  made  statements  adverse  to  this  claimant. 
It  is  enough  to  say  that  the  whole  evidence  falls  far  short  of  the  posi- 
tive and  conclusive  proof  needed  to  overcome  the  record. 

Great  stress  was  laid  upon  the  fact  that  in  his  original  declaration 
the  claimant  swore  he  had  no  other  service  than  in  the  First  Ohio 
Cavalry.  The  allegations  in  the  declaration  were  written  by  some 
one  else,  and  the  declaration  was  only  signed  by  claimant.  His 
attention  may  not  have  been  called  to  that  portion  of  the  declaration, 
which  was  in  the  usual  printed  form  referring  to  prior  and  subsequent 
service.  When  his  attention  was  called  to  the  matter  he  at  once 
acknowledged  the  subsequent  service.  At  all  events,  the  only  effect  his 
reenlistment  would  have  on  his  injury  would  be  as  to  its  existence  or 
the  degree  of  disabilit}'^  therefrom. 

It  is  also  stated  in  the  rejection  that  the  certificate  on  which  claim- 
ant was  discharged  was  made  up  from  his  own  statements.  This  is  a 
conclusion  not  warranted  by  the  evidence.  The  presumption  is  that 
the  surgeon  who  made  the  certificate  secured  his  information  from 
reliable  sources.  His  duty  was  to  make  it  a  true  record  of  the  facts 
recited  in  it.  The  presumption  that  he  performed  his  full  duty  in 
that  regard  is  so  strong  that  it  is  not  overcome  by  mere  probabilities. 

In  a  communication  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  uriHer  date  of 
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FebiTiary  18,  1902  (opinion  in  cases  submitted  by  the  Commissioner 
of  Pensions,  No.  2,  page  204),  the  Department  used  the  following 
language: 

The  Department  considers  that  the  only  safe  rule  to  adopt  is  to  stand  by  the  record, 
whether  it  be  favorable  or  adverse  to  a  claimant.  Unless  the  record  is  squarely 
attacked)  and  evidence  is  adduced  proving  it  contains  erroneous  statements  of  fact^ 
or  is  fraudulent;  it  should  prevail,  no  matter  what  possibilities  might  be  conjured  up 
from  uncertain  evidence  in  any  given  case. 

In  this  case  the  evidence  brought  forward  to  impeach  the  record  is 
vague,  uncertain,  and  indefinite.  Some  of  it  is  from  questionable 
sources.  It  is  produced  over  twenty  years  after  the  making  of  said 
record.     It  falls  far  short  of  impeachment. 

That  the  claimant  was  a  man  who  became  intoxicated;  that  he  stated 
when  drunk  that  he  hurt  his  hand  when  fighting  with  a  negro,  and  that 
it  was  cut  by  a  saber;  that  witnesses  state  he  was  a  deserter  and  a  poor 
soldier,  may  all  have  bearing  in  a  clear  case,  but  such  evidence  alone 
is  not  sufiicient  upon  which  to  set.  aside  a  record  regularly  made. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  from  which  appeal  was  filed  is  reversed 
and  the  papers  are  returned  with  instructions  to  restore  claimant's 
name  to  the  rolls  under  the  general  law  from  date  of  dropping,  and  to 
readjudicate  the  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  the  law  and 
&cts  warrant 
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Mary  J.  Gilliland  (widow). 

The  evidence  fails  to  reitisfactorily  account  for  either  the  death  or  divorce  of  the 
officer's  two  former  wives,  and  the  whole  history  of  the  case  fails  to  warrant  a 
presumption  that  the  marriage  with  claimant  was  a  legal  one. 

The  Government  is  not  called  upon,  or  required,  in  a  pension  claim,  to  prove  any 
issue;  and  in  the  case  of  a  disputed  marriage  the  burden  of  proof  does  not  shift 
to  the  Government  to  prove  the  illegality  of  any  marriage.  The  Government  is 
neither  a  defendant  or  contestant  in  a  pension  claim,  but  is  required,  under  the 
law,  to  pass  ujwn  the  evidence  in  such  a  claim,  subject  to  the  rules  and  laws 
which  universally  obtain.  Any  statement  to  the  contrary  effect  in  the  opinion 
in  the  case  of  Jeannette  Burton  (9  P.  D.,  31 )  is  hereby  expressly  overruled. 

Assistant  Secretai^y  F,  Z.  Campbell  to  the  C&mmissumer  of  Pensions ^ 

Dtceiriler  5,  1902, 

Mary  J.,  as  widow  of  Francis  M.  Gilliland,  formerly  a  first  lieuten- 
ant in  Company  B,  Fifteenth  Kentucky  Volunteer  Cavalry,  filed  her 
application  under  the  a<'t  of  June  27,  1890,  as  amended  by  the  act  of 
May  0, 1900,  claim  ])eing  rejected  on  June  25, 1902,  on  the  ground  that 
claimant  had  not  shown  herself  to  be  the  widow  of  the  oflBicer  in  ques- 
tion.    An  appeal  was  filed  on  August  15,  1902. 

The  record  in  this  case  further  shows  that  Virginia,  an  alleged  widow 
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of  the  officer  in  question,  filed  her  application  under  the  said  act  as 
amended,  on  February  28,  1901,  claim  being  rejected  on  May  2,  1902, 
on  the  ground  that  claimant  failed  to  establish  the  legality  of  her  mar- 
riage. One  Caroline,  in  the  State  of  Florida,  has  also  served  notice 
on  the  Government  that  she  is  the  widow  of  this  officer,  and  that  she 
has  rights  as  his  widow,  but  she  has,  up  to  this  time,  failed  to  file  any 
claim  for  pension.  There  has  been  no  appeal  taken  by  the  said  Vir- 
ginia. 

This  claim  has  been  specially  examined  and  the  following  is  a  suc- 
cinct histor}'^  of  the  soldier's  matrimonial  ventures,  together  with  other 
matters  having  to  do  with  the  issues.  This  officer  appears  to  have 
lived  in  the  State  of  Kentucky  prior  to  the  war,  to  which  State  he 
returned  after  his  discharge  on  May  4, 1864.  He  engaged  in  the  drug 
business,  was  a  school-teacher,  and  also  a  professor  of  elocution,  and 
while  in  the  active  practice  of  said  last-named  profession  he  met  the 
claimant  in  the  city  of  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  and  married  her  by  ceremony 
on  June  3,  1878,  after  an  acquaintance  of  two  weeks.  Claimant  was 
44  years  of  age  at  this  date,  and  states  that  the  officer  claimed  to  be  a 
widower  at  the  time.  Some  little  time  after  their  marriage,  an 
acquaintance  of  claimant,  by  the  name  of  Clark — now  deceased — 
informed  her  that  her  husband  had  been  twice  married  prior  to  his 
marriage  with  her,  the  claimant.  After  interrogations  on  claimant's 
part  she  obtained  an  admission  from  the  officer  that  the  information 
was  true.  His  first  wife,  he  said,  had  been  divorced  from  him,  and 
he  further  stated  that  the  second  wife  died  at  her  mother's  home  in 
Cincinnati,  Ohio.  Upon  receipt  of  this  information  the  claimant  had 
some  correspondence  with  the  officer's  friends  and  relatives,  and  it 
would  appear,  from  her  own  admissions,  that  she  is  now  in  possession 
of  enough  data  whereby  she  could,  if  she  saw  fit,  materially  aid  her- 
self in  establishing  either  the  truth  or  the  falsity  of  the  officer's  state- 
ments as  to  the  divorce  of  the  first  wife  and  the  death  of  the  second. 
Notwithstanding  the  necessity,  on  her  part,  of  tracing  these  matters  up, 
she  appears  to  have  been  content  to  let  them  rest  in  quiet  and  attempt 
to  establish  her  claim  without  furnishing  the  necessary  proof. 

About  the  middle  of  the  year  1883,  after  having  spent  all  of  claim- 
ant's money,  it  seemed  best  for  all  parties  concerned  that  the  officer 
should  find  some  way  of  earning  a  livelihood,  something  he  had  not 
done  during  his  married  life  with  claimant.  The  officer  departed  at 
this  time,  ostensibly  to  look  for  work,  it  being  supposed  that  his 
designed  destination  was  the  State  of  Texas.  It  appears,  however,  that 
within  one  month  after  his  departure  he  married  Virginia  A.  Graham, 
at  Fort  Scott,  Kans.,  the  parties  then  taking  up  their  abode  for  a  few 
months  at  Loredo,  Tex.,  from  which  place  they  went  to  Joplin,  Mo., 
and  resided  there  until  1885.  He  taught  school  during  his  residence 
at  Joplin,  and  then  they  removed  to  Webb  City,  Mo.,  where  his  wife 


92  DECISIONS    RELATING    TO    PENSIONS. 

Virginia  taught  school  for  some  eight  years.  During  the  last  period 
of  time  the  officer  spent  about  four  years  in  the  Soldiers'  Home  at 
Leavenworth,  then  went  to  Hot  Springs,  Ark.,  for  a  year  or  so,  then 
traveled  about  the  country  for  a  while,  finally  locating  at  Pensacola, 
Fla.  In  the  year  1895,  Virginia  had  a  letter  from  a  woman  in  Florida 
who  signed  her  name  Caroline  Gilliland,  and  the  party  claimed  to  be 
the  wife  of  the  officer.  In  replying,  she  evaded  certain  questions 
asked,  and  in  the  following  year,  1896,  he  rejoined  her  at  Pierce  City, 
Mo.,  and  they  lived  together  as  husband  and  wife  until  his  death  on 
January  18,  1901. 

Virginia  A.,  one  of  the  claimants  herein,  upon  being  advised  of  all 
the  facts  in  the  case,  notably  those  connected  with  the  marriage  of  the 
officer  and  Mary  J.,  the  appellant,  and  the  short  space  of  time  elaps- 
ing between  his  leaving  St.  Louis  and  his  marriage  with  her,  prac- 
tically abandoned  her  claim.  There  is  no  application  of  record  on  the 
part  of  Caroline,  and  the  issue  is  thus  narrowed  to  the  status  of  the 
appellant,  Mary  J. 

The  whole  history  of  this  officer's  life  shows  a  total  disregard  for 
the  sacredness  of  the  marital  tie,  and  while  it  is  true  that  in  certain 
cases  strong  presumptions  attach  which  would  uphold  a  marriage  by. 
ceremony,  notably  that  of  the  presumption  of  innocence,  yet  such  pre- 
sumptions can  not  apply  in  the  ease  at  bar  for  the  reason  that  his 
whole  life,  so  far  as  matrimony  is  concerned,  conclusively  demonstrates 
that  neither  the  moral  nor  legal  fear  of  bigamy  had  any  effect  upon 
this  officer.  He  had  no  regard  for  his  matrimonial  tie  w^ith  Virginia, 
for  it  appears  he  admitted  living  with  Caroline  in  the  State  of  Florida. 
He  had  no  regard  for  his  marital  tie  with  Mary  J.,  for  after  living 
with  her  some  five  yo4irs,  and  leaving  -her  at  the  end  of  such  period 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  employment  to  support  her  and  himself, 
he  married  Virginia  A.  by  ceremony  within  one  month.  Under  such 
a  showing  and  under  the  proof  in  this  case  that  he  had  been  twice 
married  before  he  married  Mary  J.,  there  is  no  reason  to  place  any 
great  reliance  upon  the  ceremonial  marriage  with  Mary  J.,  when  it 
nmst  be  admitted  that  he  had  had  two  wives  previously,  neither  of 
them  being  satisfac^torily  accoimted  for  up  to  the  present  time. 

The  Department  sees  no  reason  why  it  should  interest  itself  further 
in  this  case,  inasmuch  as  the  appellant,  Mary  J.,  has  sufficient  data  in 
her  possession  to  show  or  disprove  a  divorce  or  death  of  the  first  two 
wives.  She  has  the  names  of  the  parties  with  whom  the  officer  and 
his  second  wife  lived  at  Cape  (lirardeau,  Mo.,  the  name  and  residence 
of  the  second  wife's  mother,  and  the  address  of  the  relatives  of  the 
officer  through  whom  she  first  obtained  information  as  to  the  officer's 
marriage  with  his  first  wife. 

Claimant  has  failed  to  make  out  a  prima  facie  case  so  far  as  the 
legality  of  her  marriage  to  the  officer  is  concerned,  and  until  she  does 
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make  out  such  a  case  the  Department  will  not  order  another  special 
examination. 

It  is  also  observed  that  this  appellant  filed  an  application  as  the 
widow  of  the  officer,  long  before  he  died,  alleging  his  death  in  the 
State  of  Texas,  and  of  diseases  contracted  in  the  military  service.  On 
cross-examination  she  admitted  she  had  no  reasonable  basis  for  such  a 
claim,  and  that  it  was  founded  upon  the  merest  kind  of  conjecture. 

This  appeal  is  based,  in  effect,  upon  the  proposition  that  where  the 
Government,  in  a  pension  claim,  disputes  the  validity  of  a  marriage 
shown  to  have  been  entered  into  by  ceremony,  the  burden  of  proof 
shifts  to  the  Government  in  order  to  disprove  the  legality  of  the  mar- 
riage; citing  in  support  of  such  contention  the  opinions  promulgated 
in  several  published  decisions,  notably  those  of  Jeannette  Burton 
(9  P.  D.,  31)  and  Louisa  C.  Germain  (11  P.  D.,  66). 

This  Department  has  never,  unless  through  inadvertence,  ruled  that 
a  pension  claimant  and  the  Government  stand  in  the  position  toward 
one  another  in  a  matter  of  proof  as  plaintiff  and  defendant.  The 
Government  annually  appropriates  immense  sums  of  money  to  be 
u.sed  for  pensions,  but  no  part  of  said  money  can  be  paid  for  such 
purpose  until  one  has  shown  himself  or  herself  entitled  thereto — that 
is,  b\^  proving  the  pensionable  status.  When  the  necessary  facts  are 
shown  under  the  law,  but  not  until  then,  the  pension  may  be  awarded. 
The  designated  officers  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  are  those 
under  the  law  who  must  be  satisfied  by  and  pass  upon  the  evidence, 
and  the  said  Department  is  the  forum  where  the  merits  of  the  case 
must  be  adjudged.  Because,  however,  the  said  Department  by  its 
proper  officers  concludes  that  the  evidence  fails  to  prove  a  claimant 
to  be  a  certain  soldier's  widow,  it  does  not  follow,  neither  is  it  a  fact, 
that  the  Gov^emment  is  a  defendant  in  the  case;  neither  is  it  a  fact 
that  the  Government  is  opposing,  as  a  contestant  or  otherwise,  the 
claim  of  the  said  alleged  widow.  It  is  but  passing  judgment  upon  the 
evidence,  which  it  is  required  to  do  by  law.  It  should  be  distinctly 
understood  that  the  Government  is  not  called  upon  or  required  to 
prove  anything  in  a  pension  claim,  but  it  is  for  a  claimant  to  prove 
that  he  or  she  is  entitled  under  the  law. 

When  the  issue  is  one  of  marriage,  the  Department  musl,  the  same 
as  a  judge  or  jury,  be  governed  by  those  rules  and  laws  which  uni- 
versally obtain  in  such  cases.  It  can  not  disregard  all  the  evidence 
and  render  judgment  upon  its  simple  ipse  dixit,  but  the  case  must 
stand  or  fall  upon  the  evidence,  weighed  the  same  as  it  would  be  in  a 
court  of  justice  and  subject  to  any  presumption  of  law  or  fact  applicable 
thereto. 

When  a  ceremonial  marriage  of  record  is  shown  certain  presump- 
tions immediately  attach  that  such  a  marriage  is  a  legal  one;  but  all 
of  these  presumptions  are  disputable,  and  fall  sometimes  on  slight 
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evidence  being  produced  which  tend8  to  cast  doubt  upon  the  legality 
of  said  marriage.  There  is  a  presumption  that  when  a  ceremonial  mar- 
riage is  shown  it  is  a  legal  one,  such  presumption  being  raised  upon 
the  basic  doctrine  of  innocence.  But  when,  in  a  case  like  the  one 
under  consideration,  a  man  is  shown  to  have  had,  doubtless,  live  wives, 
and  three  of  them  are  known  to  be  living  with  no  divorce  obtained, 
certain  it  is  that  the  death  or  divorce  of  the  other  two  can  not  be 
assumed  upon  the  general  presumption  of  innocence  on  his  part.  If 
he  married  Virginia  A.,  as  he  did  within  one  month  after  he  left 
Mary  J.,  the  appellant,  there  is  no  good  reason  to  believe  he  would  have 
been  deterred  from  doing  the  like  so  far  as  the  appellant  and  the  former 
wives  were  concerned;  and  it  should  not  be  forgotten  at  this  point 
that  the  oflBcer  did  not  state  the  facts  freely  prior  to  his  marriage  with 
appellant,  but  they  were  practically  forced  from  him  by  appellant 
after  marriage,  and  after  she  had  obtained  them  without  the  knowledge 
of  the  oflBcer,  and  from  outside  parties. 

A  careful  analysis  of  the  opinion  in  the  Germain  case  shows  that 
the  Department  did  not  assert  the  burden  of  proof  to  he  upon  the 
Government  to  prove  the  illegality  of  the  marriage.  It  merely  quoted 
the  rule  laid  down  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  as  it 
should  be  applied  between  contesting  parties. 

The  opinion  in  the  case  of  Burton  shows,  seemingly,  a  contrary  rul- 
ing by  the  Department,  for  said  opinion  does  practically  assert  that  if 
the  Government  attacks  the  validity'  or  legality  of  a  ceremonial  mar- 
riage, the  burden  of  proof  shifts  to  the  Government.  Such  a  state- 
ment, however,  is  not  true,  and  the  doctrine  is  wholly  untenable,  has 
no  foundation  whatever  in  law  of  equity,  places  a  claimant  and  the 
Government  in  opposition  to  one  another  as  a  plaintiff  and  defendant, 
and  is  in  defiance  of  the  foundation  principles  of  the  entire  pension 
system  of  the  United  States. 

The  Government  docs  not,  in  this  case,  attack  the  legality  of 
appellant's  marriage;  it  does  not  contest  its  legality,  and  it  does  not 
attack  or  contest  an}'  alleged  marriage  in  any  pension  claim.  It 
simply  rules  that  there  are  not  sufficient  facts  shown  to  warrant  a 
conclusion,  under  the  law,  that  the  marriage  of  appellant  and  the 
officer  was  a  legal  one.  So  far  as  the  presumption  of  innocence  is 
concerned,  the  whole  history  of  the  case,  as  shown  by  undisputed 
facts,  is  such  as  to  completely  destroy  such  a  presumption. 

The  merits  of  the  case  of  Burton  are  not  intended  to  be  disturbed, 
but  the  part  of  said  opinion  in  said  case  where  it  was  inadvertently 
held  that  the  burden  of  proof  of  establishing  the  invalidity  of  any 
alleged  marriage  is  upon  the  Government,  is  hereby  expressly  over- 
ruled. 

The  claimant  having  failed  to  prove  her  marriage  with  the  officer  to 
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be  legal,  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  as  to  two  prior  marriages  of  said 
officer  neither  are  shown  to  have  been  dissolved  by  death  or  divorce, 
the  rejection  of  the  claim  of  Mary  J.  Gilliland  is  sustained. 
Action  affirmed. 


gpecxa^ii  act-construction— act  jtjxy  25,  188«. 
Lizzie  H.  Hyndman  (widow). 

Appellant  was  pensioned  as  widow  under  section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  at  the 
rate  of  $8  per  month  and  |2  additional  for  each  of  two  minor  children,  when, 
April  23,  1900,  a  special  act  for  her  benefit  was  passed  granting  her  a  pension  of 
$20  per  month  in  lieu  of  the  pension  she  was  then  receiving. 

Hddy  That  said  special  act  does  not  carry  with  it  $2  per  month  additional  for  each  of 
said  minor  children,  as  the  $20  per  month  is  in  lieu  of  the  pension  she  was 
formerly  granted,  and  the  minors  were  not  provided  for  in  said  act. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  L.  CampbeU  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

December  5,  1902. 

Lizzie  H.  Hyndman,  the  claimant  herein,  was  granted  a  pension  of 
$8  per  month  and  $2  per  month  additional  for  each  of  two  minor  chil- 
dren, commencing  August  5,  1897,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as 
the  widow  of  William  Hyndman,  late  a  captain  in  Company  A,  Fourth 
Regiment  of  Pennsylvania  Volunteer  Cavalry. 

On  April  25,  1900,  the  following  special  act  was  approved: 

Be  \i  enacUd  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  RepreserUcUives  of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled^  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  be,  and  he  is  hereby,  author- 
ized and  directed  to  place  on  the  pension  roll,  subject  to  the  provisions  and  limitations 
of  the  pension  laws,  the  name  of  Lizzie  H.  Hyndman,  widow  of  William  Hyndman, 
late  captain,  Fourth  Regiment  Pennsylvania  Volunteers,  and  pay  her  a  pension  at 
the  rate  of  twenty  dollars  per  month  in  lieu  of  the  pension  she  is  now  receiving. 

In  response  to  an  inquiry,  claimant  was  notified  that  under  said 
special  act  she  was  not  entitled  to  $2  per  month  additional  for  each  of 
her  two  minor  children. 

From  this  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  she  appealed 
January  14,  1901. 

It  is  provided  by  act  of  July  26,  1882: 

That  no  person  who  is  now  receiving  or  shall  hereafter  receive  a  pension  under  a 
special  act  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  in  addition  thereto  a  pension  under  the  general 
law,  unless  the  special  act  expressly  states  that  the  pension  granted  thereby  is  in 
addition  to  the  pension  which  said  person  is  entitled  to  receive  under  the  general  law. 

Under  section  4703  it  is  provided  that  the  pensions  of  widows  shall 
be  increased  at  the  rate  of  $2  per  month  for  each  child  under  the  age 
of  16  years. 

It  can  thus  be  readily  seen  that  claimant  was  receiving  the  pension 
as  her  own  and  not  as  the  minors\ 
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The  pension  of  $20  under  the  special  act  was  in  lieu  of  the  $12 
granted  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

By  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  July  25,  1882,  you  were  expressly 
prohibited  from  granting  claimant  more  than  $20  per  month. 

Therefore  your  action  is  affirmed. 


MARRIAGB— EVIDENCE— HEARSAY— PROOF  OF  DEATH. 

Susan  Cahoe  (widow). 

The  evidence  of  claimant  and  three  witnesses  that  heard  the  fact  of  claimant's  first 
husband's  (Gavin)  death  from  drowning  from  McLean  and  Cahoe,  claimant's 
last  husband  (both  now  dead),  who  were  with  said  Gavin  at  the  time  of  the 
drowning,  and  who  immediately  on  their  return  conveyed  the  information  to 
the  claimant  and  the  neighbors,  and  the  fact  that  said  Gavin's  daughter  grew  to 
womanhood  believing  that  her  father  came  to  his  death  as  stated  by  these 
deceased  persons,  sufficiently  established  the  death  of  such  person,  the  declara- 
tions of  these  witnesses  in  their  lifetime  being  so  connected  with  the  principal 
fact  under  investigation  that  they  are  admissible  as  original  evidence.  (1  Green. 
Ev.,  sec.  108.) 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Conimis&ioner  of  Pensions^ 

Deceniher  9,  1902. 

On  May  26,  1896,  the  claimant  filed  her  declaration  for  pension 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  widow  of  William  Cahoe,  late  a 
private  in  Company  D,  Eightieth  Regiment  of  New  York  Volunteer 
Infantry.  Soldier  enlisted  September  6,  1861,  was  honorably  dis- 
charged September  10,  1864,  and  died  April  27,  1896.  He  was  pen- 
sioned at  $8  per  month  at  time  of  death. 

The  application  of  claimant  was  rejected  December  5,  1900,  on  the 
ground  of  claimant's  declared  inability  to  establish  her  title  as  legal 
widow  of  the  soldier  by  proof  of  death  or  divorce,  of  a  former 
husband. 

From  this  action  claimant,  through  her  attorney,  filed  an  appeal 
February  4,  1901,  contending  that  she  had  proven  that  her  former 
husband  died  by  drowning  in  the  Ohio  River  prior  to  her  marriage 
to  William  Cahoe. 

An  examination  of  the  evidence  in  the  case  shows  that  claimant  was 
married  to  George  Gavin  about  January  12,  1866,  Near  Orangeville, 
Ontario,  and  lived  with  him  till  about  the  year  1876.  Gavin  was  a 
sailor,  and  while  away  he  was  drowned  during  a  storm  on  the  Ohio 
River.  The  only  particulars  of  his  death  that  claimant  could  obtain 
were  the  statements  of  Duncan  McLean  and  William  Cahoe.  Both 
these  two  witnesses  are  now  dead,  and  the  only  evidence  obtainable  is 
as  follows: 
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Claimant  states  on  June  9,  1897: 

That  her  first  husband,  George  Gavin,  was  drowned  in  the  Ohio  River  aboat 
twenty-one  years  ago.  He,  William  Cahoe,  and  Duncan  McLean  were  in  a  boat 
together  in  a  storm  when  the  boat  upset  and  Gavin  was  drowned.  The  soldier,  her 
second  husbcmd,  and  said  McLean  are  dead.    *    *    * 

William  A.  Douglas  and  Gebrgina  Douglas,  on  June  9, 1897,  declare: 

That  their  ages  are  31  years  and  29  years,  respectively.  That  they  are  husband  and 
wife,  and  she  is  a  daughter  of  Susann  Cahoe  by  her  first  husband,  George  Gavin. 
The  first^named  afSant  has  been  acquainted  with  Susann  Cahoe  ever  ^nce  he  was 
about  9  years  of  age.  That  said  George  Gavin  was  drowned  in  the  Ohio  River  about 
twenty-one  years  ago.  He  and  a  man  by  the  name  of  Duncan  McLean  were  in  a 
boat  together  and  the  boat  upset  It  was  during  a  storm  and  Gavin  went  down  and 
never  rose  to  the  surface.  The  soldier,  William  Cahoe,  was  also  in  the  boat  at  the 
time  and  a  witness  to  the  drowning.  Mrs.  Douglas  heard  the  facts  from  both  McLean 
and  Cahoe,  and  Mr.  Douglas  heard  the  facts  from  Cahoe.  There  are  no  witnesses  to 
the  drowning,  as  both  McLean  and  Cahoe  are  now  dead.  The  fact  that  Gavin  was 
drowned  in  the  Ohio  River  was  well  known,  but  it  will  be  impossible  to  get  evidence 
from  any  persons  on  the  point  except  from  persons  who  heard  the  iact  from  the 
witnesees  now  dead. 

Eleanor  C.  O'Hara  testifies  June  15,  1896: 

That  she  once  heard  William  Cahoe,  second  husband  of  Mrs.  Susann  Cahoe,  make 
the  following  statement:  He  had  sailed  on  the  same  vessel  with  George  Gavin  and 
was  present  and  saw  the  said  George  Gavin  fall  overboard  while  intoxicated,  and 
although  he  made  every  effort  to  save  him,  did  not  succeed,  as  it  was  after  dark. 
That  she  heard  him  say  further  that  a  search  was  made  for  the  body,  but  that  it  was 
not  recovered.     He  conveyed  the  news  to  the  widow,  Mrs.  Susann  Cahoe. 

The  foregoing  affidavits  show  that  the  members  of  the  family — wife, 
daughter,  and  son-in-law — and  a  neighbor  heard  and  believed  the  state- 
ments of  the  two  eyewitnesses,  McLean  and  Cahoe,  and  state  that  it 
was  a  well-known  fa(!t  that  the  first  husband,  Gavin,  was  drowned  in 
the  Ohio  River. 

It  is  laid  down  as  well  established  law  that — 

♦  *  *  there  are  declarations  which  are  admitted  aa  original  evidence,  being  dis- 
tinguished from  hearsay  by  their  connection  with  the  principal  fact  under  investiga- 
tion. The  a^irs  of  men  consist  of  a  complication  of  circumstances  so  intimately 
interwoven  as  to  be  hardly  separable  from  each  other.  Each  owes  its  birth  to  some 
preceding  circumstance,  and  in  its  turn  becomes  the  prolific  parent  of  others,  and 
each,  during  its  existence,  has  its  inseparable  attributes  and  its  kindred  facts, 
materially  affecting  its  character,  and  essential  to  >je  known  in  order  to  a  right 
understanding  of  its  nature.  These  surrounding  circumstances,  constituting  parts  of 
the  res  gestae,  may  always  he  shown  to  the  jury  along  with  the  princiiml  fact,  and 
their  admissibility  is  determined  by  the  judge  aoconling  to  their  degree  of  relation 
to  that  fact,  and  in  the  exercise  of  his  sound  discretion,  it  being  extremely  difficult, 
if  not  impossible,  to  bring  this  class  of  cases  within  the  limits  of  a  more  particular 
description.  The  principal  points  of  attention  are,  whether  the  circumstances  and 
declarations  offered  in  proof  were  contemporaneous  with  the  main  fact  under 
consideration,  and  whether  they  were  so  connected  with  it  as  to  illustrate  its 
character.     (See  Greenleaf  on  Evidence,  vol.  1,  sec.  108.) 

The  case  under  consideration  meets  every  requirement  of  the  above- 
stated  principle.     It  is  one  of  those  cases  where  it  is  impossible  to 
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bring  any  other  evidence  to  the  support  of  the  main  fact  under  con- 
sideration. How  else  could  it  happen  %  A  atorm  on  the  Ohio  River, 
a  man  intoxicated  falls  overboard  and  is  drowned.  The  only  witnesses 
knowing  the  deceased,  Gravin,  are  McLean  and  Gahoe.  They  go  home 
carrying  the  report  of  his  death.  Their  statements  are  made  at  the 
time  of  the  occurrence  and  immediately  upon  their  arrival  at  the 
home  of  the  deceased.  These  declarations  offered  in  proof  were  con- 
temporaneous with  the  drowning,  and  so  connected  therewith  as  to 
illustrate  its  character.  These  declarations  constitute  part  of  the  res 
gestae,  and  are  perfectly  admissible. 

It  is  evident  that  Mrs.  Gavin  (now  Cahoe)  believed  the  report,  for 
she  afterward  married  soldier  Cahoe.  It  is  presumed  that  she  would 
not  commit  the  offense  of  bigamy;  and  if  Gavin  was  not  dead  she 
placed  herself  in  open  violation  of  the  law.  It  does  not  appear  that 
Gavin  ever  was  seen  after  the  date  of  the  reported  drowning.  His 
daughter  grew  up  and  married,  and  she  says  she  had  the  reports  of  the 
eyewitnesses  to  the  drowning,  and  the  fact  of  the  soldier's  death  was 
never  questioned  or  doubted  in  the  family. 

Taking  the  declarations  of  the  two  witnesses,  McLean  and  Cahoe, 
the  common  belief  that  Gavin  had  drowned  in  the  Ohio  River,  the 
fact  that  he  never  again  appeared  to  his  wife  or  daughter,  and  the  sub- 
sequent marriage  of  Gavin's  widow,  all  these  years  living  in  the 
neighborhood  where  Gavin  had  lived,  and  the  conclusion  is  inevitable 
that  the  said  Gavin  died  by  drowning  in  the  Ohio  River  some  time 
not  later  than  the  year  1876,  and  prior  to  the  marriage  of  his  widow 
to  the  deceased  soldier  in  1877. 

It  is  not  denied  by  the  Bureau  that  Cahoe  is  dead,  that  claimant 
and  soldier  were  married,  and  that  she  has  not  remarried. 

The  only  thing  necessary  to  set  aside  the  rejection  is  the  proof  of 
the  death  of  the  first  husband,  Gavin.  The  Department  is  of  the 
opinion  that  claimant  has  established  the  fact  that  her  first  husband 
died  prior  to  the  time  of  her  marriage  to  soldier. 

Therefore  the  decision  of  the  Bureau  was  in  error,  and  the  same  is 
reversed  with  directions  to  readjudicate  the  claim,  accepting  the 
appellant  as  the  pensionable  widow  of  the  soldier. 


marriage-iiouisiana-good  faith-putative  masriage. 

Peggy  Thomas  (widow). 

1.  Under  the  laws  of  Louisiana  a  putative  second  marriage  is,  in  all  respects  and  to 
all  intents  and  purposes,  a  valid  marriage  until  actually  declared  by  a  competent 
court  to  be  null  and  void,  and  if  not  so  declared  prior  to  the  death  of  one  of  the 
parties  thereto,  it  may  not  be  after  the  death  of  such  party  so  as  to  affect  any 
rights  existing  at  the  time  of  death  based  on  such  marriage.  Therefore  claimant 
having  married  the  soldier  in  good  faith,  believing  her  former  husbcmd  to  be 
dead  (no  information  to  the  contrary  appearing),  such  marriage  was  sufficient 
to  constitute  her  his  widow  for  pensionable  purposes. 
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2.  As  claimant  ie  shown  to  have  been  guilty  since  about  May  11,  1892,  of  open  and 
notorious  adulterous  cohabitation,  pension  allowable  under  her  claim  filed  Sep- 
tember 1,  1891,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  should  be  terminated,  and  her 
claims  filed  subsequent  to  May  11,  1892,  should  be  rejected  on  the  ground  of 
BQch  cohabitation. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  L.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions, 

December  P,  1902. 

This  appellant,  Peggy  Thomas,  on  September  1, 1891,  February  17, 
1893,  and  June  16,  1897,  filed  claims  (No.  524128)  for  pension  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  widow  of  Lewis  Thomas,  who  was  a  mem- 
ber of  Company  C,  Fifty -fifth  United  States  Colored  Infantry,  from 
April  10, 1863,  to  December  31,  1866,  and  who  died  May  11,  1891. 

These  claims,  and  also  her  claim  under  the  Revised  Statutes,  filed 
May  21, 1897,  and  claim  for  accrued  pension  under  his  pending  claims 
filed  August  27,  1890,  under  said  act  and  October  21,  1890,  under  the 
Revised  Statutes,  were  all  rejected  in  October,  1902,  on  the  ground 
that^ 

daimant  has  no  title  as  legal  widow,  because  her  marriage  to  soldier  was  void  at 
inception,  as  she  had  a  husband,  William  Moore,  then  living,  from  whom  she  had 
never  been  legally  separated. 

In  this  appeal,  filed  October  27,  1902,  it  is  contended  that  no  mar- 
riage to  said  William  Moore  is  shown,  and  that  if  such  mamage  is 
shown  his  death  should  be  presumed,  and  claimant's  marriage  to  the 
soldier  held  to  have  been  valid. 

The  claimant  admits  living  with  said  Moore  while  they  were  slaves 
and  until  about  two  years  after  peace  was  declared,  when  she  says  she 
left  him,  and  about  nine  or  ten  years  later,  according  to  her  statement, 
she  took  up  with  the  soldier  with  whom  she  lived  thereafter  until 
his  death,  and  to  whom  she  was  fonnally  married  June  21, 1890.  She 
was  never,  she  says,  married  to  said  Moore,  but  only  lived  with  him 
with  their  master's  consent.  She  admits,  however,  that  "the  white 
folks  where  I  came  from  called  taking  up  the  way  we  did  marrying." 

Before  taking  up  with  the  soldier  she  says  she  heard  from  an  old 
Creole,  whose  name  she  did  not  know,  that  said  Moore  was  dead,  and 
she  knows  of  no  one  now  living  who  knew  her  while  she  was  living 
with  him.  He  was  living  with  another  woman  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
she  savs. 

There  is  no  testimony  as  to  any  marriage  between  claimant  and  said 
Moore.  There  is  only  some  general  testimony  to  the  effect  that  she 
had  a  husband  before  she  took  up  with  the  soldier.  There  is  also  no 
testimony  whatever  as  to  said  Moore  after  claimant  left  him  except 
her  own  statement  that  she  heard  he  was  dead.  One  witness  says  her 
formal  marriage  in  1890  to  the  soldier  wa^  due  to  her  *' getting  reli- 
gion," and  they  would  not  admit  her  to  the  church  without  it.  The 
soldier  had,  previous  to  his  taking  up  with  claimant,  lived  for  short 
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periods  with  sevei^al  other  women,  but  was  married  to  none  of  them 
so  far  a.s  appears,  and  he  and  claimant  appear  to  have  remained  faith- 
ful to  eac*.h  other  during  their  joint  lives  after  their  first  taking  up  with 
each  other.  About  a  year  after  his  death,  however,  she  took  into  her 
house  a  man  named  Robinson,  both  sleeping  in  the  one  room,  where 
there  were  no  partitions  and  but  one  bed,  she  making  for  him  a  bunk 
on  the  floor,  she  says.  She  denies  any  improper  relations  between 
them,  and  says  he  was  employed  by  her  to  work  her  farm  and  take 
care  of  the  plju^e  while  she  was  out  at  work.  Their  cohabitation,  how- 
ever, is  shown  to  hav^e  been  notorious  for  several  years,  and  that  she 
has  been  guilty  of  open  and  notorious  adulterous  cohabitation  since  the 
soldier's  death  can  not  be  doubted. 

Under  the  last  clause  of  section  2  of  the  act  of  August  7, 1882,  there- 
fore, providing  that  such  cohabitation  by  a  widow  *"'  shall  operate  to 
terminate  her  pension  from  the  commencement  of  such  cohabitation," 
this  claimant  can  have  possible  title  as  widow  only  under  her  claim 
filed  September  1,  1891,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  from  that 
date  to  May  11,  1892,  about  which  date,  according  to  her  own  admis- 
sion, her  relations  with  said  Robinson  began. 

The  question  of  marriage  herein  must  be  determined  under  the  first 
clause  of  said  section  2  of  the  act  of  August  7,  1882,  providing  that — 

MaiTiages,  except  such  as  are  mentioned  in  section  4705  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
must  be  proven  in  pension  claims  to  be  legal  marriages  according  to  the  law  of  the 
place  where  the  parties  resided  at  the  time  of  marriage  or  at  the  time  when  the 
right  to  pension  accrued. 

It  has  l)een  held  by  the  Department  that  said  section  4705  has  no 
application  to  claims  filed  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890  (Eliza  J. 
Ellis,  12  P.  D.,  159). 

This  case  is  relegated,  therefore,  to  proof  of  a  legal  marriage  accord- 
ing to  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Louisiana,  where  all  these  parties  resided 
and  where  the  soldier  died. 

In  that  State  slaves  might  legally  marry,  article  182  of  the  civil 
code  providingthat— 

Slaves  can  not  marry  without  the  consent  of  their  masters,  and  their  marriages  do 
not  produce  any  of  the  civil  effects  which  result  from  such  contract. 

Under  this  section  of  the  code  the  supreme  court  of  Louisiana  held, 
in  Succession  of  Pearce,  30  La.  An.,  1168,  that — 

Ah  to  those  who  were  our  slaves,  their  own  consent  and  that  of  their  master  were 
alone  sufficient  to  give  to  their  marriage  an  undeniable  validity,  one  which  pro<luced 
no  effect  as  long  as  they  were  held  in  bondage,  but  which  from  their  emancipation 
has  secured  for  them  and  their  posterity  the  rights  and  privileges  bestowed  by  the 
State  on  a  marriage  authorized  and  sanctioned  by  its  laws. 

See  also  Girod  v.  Lewis,  7  Mart,  559;  Pierre  v.  Fontenette,  25  La. 
An.,  617;  Ross  v,  Ross,  34  La.  An.,  860;  Hart  v.  Hass  and  £lder,  26 
La.  An.,  90;  Succession  of  Randall,  ibid.,  163. 
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The  validity  of  such  slave  marriage,  which  was  followed  by  cohabi- 
tation after  emancipation,  was  sustained  irrespective  of  and  notwith- 
standing the  act  relative  to  marriage  of  the  general  assembly  of  the 
State  of  Louisiana  of  November  6,  1868  (Succession  of  Pearce,  supra; 
dissenting  opinion  in  Pierre  v,  Fontenette,  supra),  which  act  provided 
as  follows: 

8bc.  1.  All  private  or  religious  marriages  contracted  in  this  State  at  any  time 
previous  to  the  passage  of  this  act  shall  be  deemed  valid  and  binding  and  as  having 
the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  said  marriage  had  been  contracted  with  all  of  the  for- 
malities and  forms  prescribed  by  the  laws  then  existing:  ProMed — 

that  within  two  years  after  the  date  of  said  act  the  parties  make  an 
authentic  act  before  a  notary  public  or  other  competent  officer,  declar- 
ing the  facts  as  to  their  said  private  or  religious  marriage,  and  their 
present  acceptance,  under  said  act,  of  the  marriage  relation;  and 

Provided,  That  no  marriage  shall  be  ratified  *  *  *  by  or  according  to  the  pro- 
visions of  this  act  when  there  existed  at  date  of  such  private  or  religious  marriage, 
or  at  any  time  since,  any  other  legal  impediment  to  the  marriage  of  the  parties  to 
the  private  or  religious  marriage  than  that  of  race  or  color. 

Section  4  of  this  act  provided  that  the  act  applies  to  all  persons  of 
whatever  race  or  color,  and  section  5  that — 

Any  parties  who  at  any  time  previous  to  the  passage  of  this  act  have  lived  together 
as  man  and  wife,  and  who  desire  to  contract  a  legal  marriage,  shall  be  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  the  provisions  of  this  law. 

Under  the  law  and  the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  the  State  of  Loui- 
siana^ therefore,  this  appellant  must  be  held  to  have  been  married  to 
said  Moore,  and  their  marriage  was  a  valid  and  binding  one,  with  full 
civil  effect  from  its  inception  (Ross  v.  Ross,  supra),  being  followed,  as 
she  admits,  by  cohabitation  for  two  years  after  their  emancipation. 

The  question  whether  said  Moore  died,  as  appellant  alleges,  prior  to 
her  marriage  to  the  soldier,  or  at  any  time,  appears  not  to  have  l)een 
closely  investigated.  Few  of  the  witnesses  make  any  mention  at  all 
of  him.  The  soldier's  mother  makes  the  only  direct  reference  to  him, 
saying  she  does  not  know  what  became  of  him.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  case  tending  to  controvert  appellant's  statement  that  he  died  prior 
to  her  remarriage,  and  if  her  statement  be  true  the  latter  marriage, 
formally  entered  into  in  1890,  would  appear  to  have  been  valid. 

If  it  be  considered  that  said  Moore's  death  is  not  satisfactorily  estab- 
lished as  a  fact  the  case  presents  some  difficulty.  No  general  legal 
presumption  of  death  which  might  avail  to  validate  appellant's  remar- 
riage appears  to  exist  in  the  jurisprudence  of  that  State,  the  common- 
law  rule  as  to  presumption  of  death  not  being  in  force  therein,  as  the 
common  law  of  England  has  not  been  adopted  by  the  State  of  Louisiana 
except  in  criminal  matters.  (Revised  Statutes  of  Louisiana,  Criminal 
Proceedings,  sec.  1.) 
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Article  81  of  the  civil  code  of  Louisiana  provides,  however,  that — 

Ten  years  of  absence,  without  any  news  of  the  absentee,  is  a  sufficient  cause  for 
the  husband  or  wife  of  such  absentee  to  contract  another  marriage,  after  having 
been  authorized  to  do  so  by  the  judge,  on  due  proof  that  such  absence  without  any 
news  continued  the  time  required  as  aforesaid.    *    *    * 

The  general  laws  as  to  marriage  are  contained  in  articles  87  to  IM. 
Those  directly  pertinent  herein  are  as  follows: 

Abt.  90.  Marriage  is  a  contract  intended  in  its  origin  to  endure  until  the  death  of 
one  of  the  contracting  parties;  yet  this  contract  may  be  dissolved  before  the  decease 
of  either  of  the  married  persons,  for  causes  determined  by  law. 

Abt.  91.  As  the  law  considers  marriage  in  no  other  view  than  that  of  a  civil  con- 
tract, it  sanctions  all  those  marriages  where  the  parties,  at  the  time  of  making  them, 
were — 

1.  Willing  to  contract. 

2.  Able  to  contract. 

3.  Did  contract  pursuant  to  the  forms  and  solemnities  prescribed  by  law. 

Art.  94.  Persons  legally  married  are,  until  a  dissolution  of  marriage,  incapable  of 
contracting  another,  under  the  penalties  established  by  the  laws  of  this  State. 

Art.  1 19.  The  marriage  which  has  been  declared  null  produces  neverthelees  its 
civil  effects,  as  it  relates  to  the  parties  and  their  children,  if  it  has  been  contracted  in 
good  faith. 

Art.  120.  If  only  one  of  the  parties  acted  in  goo<l  faith,  the  marriage  produces  its 
civil  effects  only  in  his  or  her  favor  and  in  favor  of  the  children  bom  of  the  marriage. 

Art.  133.  The  bond  of  matrimony  is  dissolved — 

1.  By  the  death  of  the  husband  or  wife. 

2.  By  a  divorce  legally  obtained. 

3.  Whenever  the  marriage  is  declared  null  and  void  for  one  of  the  causes  mon- 
tioned  in  the  fourth  chapter  of  this  title.     ♦    *    ♦ 

There  are  several  other  articles  having  a  more  or  less  direct  bearing 
upon  this  case,  but  those  quoted  are  sufficient  for  the  purposes  of  this 
decision. 

The  courts  of  Louisiana  have  held  under  these  statutes  that  a  mar- 
riage which  is  entered  into  in  good  faith,  although  in  law  a  null  and 
void  marriage  if  there  be  a  former  husband  or  wife  living  and  undi- 
vorced,  posses.ses  nevertheless  all  the  civil  effects  of  a  legal  marriage 
up  to  and  until  declared  null  by  a  decree  of  court. 

In  Smith  v.  Smith  (43  La.  An.,  1140)  the  court  say: 

The  words  ** civil  effects*'  (in  articles  119 and  120  above  quoted)  are  used  without 
restriction,  and  necessarily  embrace  all  civil  effects  given  to  marriage  by  the  law;  or, 
in  the  language  of  Marcade  in  commenting  on  the  identical  article  in  the  French 
code,  such  a  marriage,  although  a(!tually  null,  has  the  same  effei^t  as  if  it  were  not 
null,  the  ordinary  effect  of  a  valid  marriage.  ♦  *  ♦  Every  marriage  though 
invalid,  if  contracted  in  go(xi  faith,  j)ro<lueeH  the  effec^ts  of  a  valid  marriage  in  the 
interval  between  the  celebration  and  the  judicial  decree  of  nullity;  when  once  such 
decree  intervenes  the  marriage  proilncea  no  further  effect;  but,  be  it  understood,  the 
effects  produced  remain  forever.     (1  Marcade,  525). 

The  marriage  of  plaintiff  was  never  declartni  null  during  the  life  of  Alexander 
Smith;  it  existed  ana  putative  marriage  at  the  inntant  of  his  death,  and  the  civil 
effects  resulting  therefrom  were  then  complete  and  indestructible. 
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And  in  Succession  of  Barry  (48  La.  An.,  1143),  where  a  divorce  had 
been  sued  for  but  no  decree  proven  therein,  the  court  say:  ''But  we 
are  not  concerned  with  the  finality  or  validity  pf  that  decree,  as  the 
question  is  the  good  faith  vel  non  of  the  second  wife,"  who  was  held 
in  that  case  to  have  acted  in  good  faith  in  marrying  the  deceased,  and 
such  marriage  was  held  to  have  full  civil  effect  as  to  the  community 
rights  of  this  wife.  The  question,  the  court  say,  "must  be  settled  as 
if  there  had  been  a  community  in  fact  under  a  marriage  in  regard  to 
which  there  was  no  question." 

It  was  shown  in  that  case  that  the  first  wife  was  living  up  to  the 
death  of  the  husband,  and  within  his  immediate  locality;  and  the  court 
drew  from  the  fact  that  she  had  never  made  any  claim  as  his  wife, 
after  the  suing  out  of  said  divorce,  the  inference  that  there  had  been 
some  legal  dissolution  of  her  marriage  to  him,  and  the  consequent 
validity  of  his  remarriage. 

Peyroux's  Rev.  Civ.  Code  of  1883,  pp.  113,  116,  117,*and  118,  con- 
tains the  following  digest  as  to  the  validity  of  a  putative  marriage: 

Marriage,  therefore,  strictly  speaking,  is  never  null  of  right;  there  is  always  a 
title  or  appearance  or  shadow  of  title  which  most  he  destroyed  judicially,  for  no  one 
will  be  allowed  to  take  the  law  into  his  own  hands.     (1  Hour.,  332. ) 

When  the  marriage  was  a  putative  one  the  judgment  which  annuls  it  causes  it 
certainly  to  cease  to  exist  for  the  future,  but  by  a  fiction  of  the  law  it  is  considered 
as  havinfiT  been  valid  in  the  past  and  so  up  to  the  date  of  the  judgment.  This  ficti- 
tious validity  produces  all  the  civil  effects  of  a  real  validity.     (1  Mour.,  356. ) 

One  single  condition  is  required  to  constitute  a  putative  marriage — the  good  faith 
of  both  spouses  or  of  one  of  them.  (1  Mour.,  359.)  It  matters  not  that  the  union 
which  they  thought  they  were  contracting  was  not  celebrated  by  a  civil  oflBcer.  It 
ia  of  no  importance  whether  it  be  voidable  or  void.  If  good  faith  exists,  that  is  suf- 
ficient The  theory  of  putative  marriage  is  an  equitable  one,  and  equity  from  its 
very  nature  admits  and  can  admit  only  one  distinction:  Was  thei'e  or  not  good  faith? 
It  is  sufficient  also  that  the  good  faith  existed  at  the  moment  when  the  marriage  was 
contracted.  The  parties  who  were  married  in  good  faith,  when  they  discover  the 
nullity  of  their  marriage,  are  excused  for  not  revealing  it  for  fear  of  scandal,  etc. 
The  law  therefore  says  that  the  marriage  which  in  the  beginning  was  a  putative 
one  remains  such  and  continues  to  produce  its  effects  even  after  the  parties  have  difi- 
covered  their  error,  and  as  lonj^  as  the  nullity  has  not  been  judicially  decreed.  (1 
Mour.,  558.) 

It  seems  clear  from  the  foregoing  that  a  putative  second  marriage 
is  in  all  respects  and  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  under  the  laws  of 
Louisiana,  a  valid  marriage  until  actually  declared  by  a  competent 
court  to  be  null  and  void,  and  that  if  not  so  declared  prior  to  the 
death  of  one  of  the  parties  thereto  it  may  not  be  after  the  death  of 
such  party  so  as  to  affect  any  rights  existing  at  the  time  of  death  based 
upon  such  marriage. 

This  theory  and  practice  of  second  marriages  is  not  novel.  In  New 
York  there  is  a  similar  statute,  under  which  a  second  marriage  which 
is  entered  into  in  good  faith  after  five  years'  absence  of  a  former  con- 
sort is  held  to  be  valid  to  all  intents  and  purposes  up  to  and  until 
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declared,  during  the  lifetime  of  the  parties,  to  be  null  and  void  by  a 
judicial  decree  regularly  obtained  on  petition  and  proof,  and  if  not  so 
declared  while  the  parties  are  living  it  may  not  be  after  the  death  of 
either.     (See  Ann  Green,  12  P.  D.,  306.) 

Such  a  marriage  having,  therefore,  in  Louisiana  all  and  every  civil 
effect  as  a  valid  marriage,  as  held  in  Smith  v.  Smith,  supra,  no  reason 
appears  why  it  should  not  be  likewise  recognized  by  the  Government 
as  sufficient  for  pensionable  purposes.  It  being  founded  in  equity,  as 
stated  above,  the  equities  are  certainly  with  the  one  who  entered  into 
it  in  good  faith  and  continued  therein  in  good  faith  until  the  other 
party's  death,  and  whose  rights  and  equities  are  not,  as  in  this  case, 
contested  by  anyone. 

It  is  therefore  held  that  this  appellant's  formal  marriage  to  the  soldier 
in  1890,  if  contracted  in  good  faith  on  her  part,  was  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute her  his  widow  for  pensionable  purposes. 

The  question  then  arises  whether  her  said  marriage  was  in  good 
faith  on  her  part.  As  to  this,  there  is  her  own  sworn  statement  that 
she  had  been  told  over  twenty  years  before  that  her  former  husband 
was  dead;  there  is  nothing  whatever  tending  to  show  he  has  been  heard 
of  since;  and  she  married  the  soldier  at  this  time  (1890)  in  professed 
good  faith,  under  the  importunities  of  others  who  appear  to  have  acted 
also  in  good  faith,  believing,  evidently,  that  no  impediment  to  such 
marriage  existed. 

In  Smith  v.  Smith,  supra,  the  court  stated: 

The  good  faitli  referred  to  means  an  honest  and  reasonable  belief  that  the  mar- 
riage was  valid,  and  that  there  existed  no  legal  impediment  thereto.  The  party 
alleging  good  faith  can  not  close  her  ears  to  information  or  her  eyes  to  suspicious 
circumstances.    She  must  not  act  blindly  or  without  reasonable  precautions. 

Furthermore,  *'good  faith  in  contracting  is  always  presumed." 
(Succession  of  Navarro,  24  La.  An.,  298;  also  Succession  of  Taylor,  39 
La.  An.,  823.) 

In  the  former  of  these  cases  neither  the  wife  who  remarried  nor 
old  residents  having  heard  of  her  former  husband,  she  was  held  to 
have  remarried  in  good  faith.  Also,  in  McCaffery  t\  Benson  (40  La, 
An.,  10)  the  plaintiff  remarried  after  having  been  credibly  informed 
of  her  first  husband's  death,  and  such  remarriage  was  sustained  as  a 
putative  marriage,  although  that  husband  subsequently  reappeared 
and  later  died,  after  which  she  was  married  a  second  time  to  her  sec- 
ond husband,  in  the  belief  that  her  first  husband's  reappearance  had 
invalidated  her  first  remarriage. 

It  is  believed  that  this  appellant  married  the  soldier  in  1890  in  good 
faith,  and  that  that  marriage,  therefore,  was  a  valid  putative  marriage 
under  the  laws  of  Louisiana,  and  sufficient  for  pensionable  puiposes 
herein.  Even  were  said  Moore,  her  former  husband,  now  living,  the 
fact  would  not  make  this  marriage  to  the  soldier  any  the  less  a  putative 
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marriage,  it  being  conti"acted  in  good  faith,  apparently,  on  the  part  of 
both  herself  and  the  soldjer.  The  faithfulness  which  each  observed 
toward  the  other  during  their  long  marital  cohabitation  argues  the  good 
faith  of  each,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  case  sufficient  to  overcome 
the  presumption  of  their  good  faith,  strengthened  as  it  is  by  the  facts 
and  circumstances  shown. 

The  rejection  of  the  claim  filed  September  1,  1891,  is  reversed,  and 
you  will  readjudicate  that  claim,  and  the  claims  for  accrued  pension, 
in  accordance  with  the  foregoing.  The  rejection  of  the  other  claims 
is  affirmed  upon  the  ground  of  the  claimant's  open  and  notorious  adul- 
terous cohabitation. 


pathaix>gical.  sequence-rnsanity-obstructton  to  bowbis- 

i>bath  cause. 

Katie  Cole  (widow). 

The  soldier  was  a  pensioner  on  account  of  insanity  (paretic  dementia),  and  died  of 

acute  obstruction  of  the  bowels. 
As  the  intestines  were  paretic  as  well  as  other  parts  of  the  body,  it  is  not  illogical  to 

regard  the  intestinal  obstruction  as  due  to  the  disability  for  which  soldier  was 

pensioned. 

Amstant  Secretary  F.  L,  CamjjbeU  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

December  17,  1902. 

Katie  Cole,  widow  of  Alonzo  W.  Cole,  formerly  a  private  in  Com- 
pany' B,  Twenty-third  United  States  Infantr\%  filed,  April  18,  1898, 
a  declaration  for  widow's  pension  under  the  geneml  law,  alleging  the 
death  of  the  soldier  February  6,  1898. 

The  soldier  at  the  date  of  his  death  had  pending  a  claim  for  pension 
under  the  general  law  on  account  of  alleged  insanity,  filed  October  23, 
1896.  This  claim  was  allowed  in  January,  1899,  and  paid  to  his 
widow.  Her  claim  was  rejected  February  4,  1899,  on  the  ground  the 
soldier's  death  resulted  from  intussusception  of  bowels  not  due  to 
"paresis  with  muscular  disorders,"  the  origin  and  continuance  of 
which  were  legally  accepted. 

Subsequent  to  this  action  testimony  was  filed  with  a  view  to  reopen 
the  claim,  but  same  was  not  deemed  sufficient  for  such  purpose. 

The  attorney  in  the  case  entered  an  appeal  October  25,  1900,  con- 
tending the  medical  evidence  filed  in  the  case  shows  that  paresis,  for 
which  the  soldier  was  pensioned,  affected  his  bowels  as  well  as  other 
parts  of  his  body  causing  a  paralysis  of  a  section  of  his  bowels,  thus 
producing  invagination  of  same.  Attention  is  invited  in  the  appeal 
particularly  to  a  second  affidav  it  of  the  attending  physician. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  disclose  that  the  soldier  was 
discharged  from  service  September  11,  1896,  on  surgeon's  certificate 
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of  disability,  at  Fort  Clark,  Tex.     The  surgeon  certified  that  he  was 
incapable  of  performing  the  duties  of  a  soldier  because  of — 

Incipient  stages  of  general  paresis  of  the  insane.  He  is  at  present  suffering  from 
insanity  of  a  mild  type  with  slight  muscular  disorders. 

He  was  examined  by  a  board  of  surgeons  June  9,  1897,  under  a 
claim  for  pension  which  he  filed  October  23,  1896,  which  certified  as 
follows: 

We  find  him  totally  incapacitated  from  manual  labor.  Paralysis  agitans  exists  to 
such  extent  that  he  is  unable  to  walk  safely  without  assistance.  There  is  nonmusca- 
lar  coordination  of  all  muscles  of  the  body  to  such  an  extent  that  he  must  have 
continued  attendance.  He  is  partially  unable  to  void  his  urme  at  all  times,  and  will 
soon  require  mechanical  aid.  General  hyperesthesia  exists.  No  connection  of 
thought  or  ideas.  There  is  imbecility.  He  is  not  qualified  to  transact  any  buslnesB, 
and  is  wholly  incapacitated  to  perform  manual  labor. 

The  above  conditions  were  not  the  result  of  any  vicious  habits. 

This  claimant  is  so  totally  and  permanently  helpless  from  above-described  condi- 
tion that  he  requires  the  regular  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person. 

It  is  shown  the  soldier  was  admitted  to  the  State  Lunatic  Asylum 
No.  3,  Nevada,  Mo.,  November  15,  1897,  and  died  therein  February 
6,  1898.  The  clinical  history  of  his  last  illness  is  embodied  in  several 
aflGidavits  of  Dr.  S.  A.  Johnson,  a  resident  physician  of  the  said  insti- 
tution. The  principal  afiSdavit  was  filed  July  11,  1900,  with  a  view 
to  reopen  the  claim,  and  reads  as  follows: 

Alonzo  W.  Ck>le  was  admitted  to  this  asylum  November  15,  1S97,  from  Jackson 
County,  Mo.  He  was  in  a  developed  stage  of  general  paresis  when  admitted.  He 
was  dully  confused;  had  cerebellar  (?)  speech,  tremor  of  face  and  lipe;  had  grandiose 
ideas,  destructive  to  clothing  and  bedding,  and  his  hands  were  in  constant  motion 
at  aimless  tasks.  His  general  health  was  good;  suffered  from  insomnia  and  gener- 
ally incoherent.  He  presented  nothing  unusual  until  some  two  days  before  his 
death.  Sometime  during  the  night  he  was  taken  with  pain  and  cramping  of  bowels 
and  was  in  the  position  of  being  at  stool.  In  the  morning  he  was  found  to  have 
tympanitis  of  abdomen;  constant  straining  without  passage  from  the  bowels.  I 
gave  him  morphia  injection  and  several  high  water  enemata,  water  only  returning 
some  little  stained  with  fecal  matter.  Had  fever  through  the  day,  vomiting  fecal 
matter,  and  nothing  would  be  retained  by  the  stomach.  Pain  throughout  was 
severe.  1  think  he  died  sometime  during  the  night  of  this  day.  All  the  symptoms 
point  to  acute  obstruction,  and  as  1  have  had  several  parties  die  in  like  manner  I 
reasoned  from  analogy  that  the  bowel  (circular  or  longitudinal  fibers)  may  be  locally 
paretic,  as  many  times  the  entire  spinal  column  may  be  more  or  less  involved,  as 
well  as  the  sympatlietic  system,  favoring  a  paretic  section  invaginating  itself  in  a 
healthy  section.  Carter,  Gray,  and  Kellogg  speak  of  intestinal  complication,  and  as 
I  have  lost  two  or  three  paretics  from  what  1  thought  to  be  this,  I  think  it  entirely 
logical.  1  think  they  are  subject  to  these  temporary  local  pareses  that  favor  invagi- 
nation of  sections  of  bowels.  You  have  temporary  weakness  of  the  muscles  of  d^lu- 
tition  that  may  produce  suffocation,  and  why  not  of  bowel?  You  have  temporary 
pseudo-apoplectic  or  pseudo-hemiplegic  attacks,  attacks  that  last  for  a  day  or  two 
also.     He  died  February  6,  1898,  being  confined  to  bed  two  days. 

This  affidavit  contains  a  very  comprehensive  clinical  history  of  the 
soldier^s  fatal  illness.     It  is  quite  evident  the  symptom-complex  points 
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to  an  acute  obstruction  of  the  bowels.  Dr.  Johnson  is  inclined  to 
regard  said  obstruction  as  due  to  invagination,  and  such  a  theory  is 
tenable;  but  in  the  absence  of  a  post-mortem  examination  it  can  not  be 
accepted  that  such  was  in  fact  the  case,  and  as  fecal  obstruction  is  not 
unusual  in  the  paretic,  it  is  more  reasonable  to  conclude  that  this 
was  the  particular  condition  in  this  case.  However,  it  is  not  impor- 
tant as  to  the  particular  cause  of  the  intestinal  obstruction,  as  the 
origin  primarily  of  such  accidents  is  an  insufficiency  of  the  forces  that 
move  the  contents  of  the  bowel  onward.  This  movement,  known  as 
peristalsis,  originates  in  nervous  impulses  supplied  to  the  muscular 
fibers  of  the  intestines.  Pathology  teaches  that  lessening  of  the 
expulsive  power  of  the  intestine  is  chiefly  due  to  alteration  in  the 
nervous  supply.  Occasionally  this  may  be  of  cerebral  origin,  as  in  the 
extremely  obstinate  constipation  of  melancholia,  mania,  or  other  cere- 
bral diseases.  In  other. words,  the  intestinal  function  of  normal  peri- 
stalsis depends  upon  perfect  innervation. 

The  disease  with  which  this  claimant's  husband  was  afflicted  is 
variously  known  as  paretic  dementia,  general  paralysis  of  the  insane, 
paralytic  dementia,  paresis,  and  as  progressive  general  paralysis.  The 
pathological  process  is  widespread,  involving  both  brain  and  cord  and 
even  the  peripheral  nerves.  The  affection  is  important  because  of  its 
serious  and  progressive  character.  It  is  a  disease  in  which  a  gradual 
change  ensues  in  all  the  mental  and  physical  powers,  a  change  which 
is  degenerative  in  nature.  (Dercum.)  There  is  a  progressive  general 
paralysis  of  the  whole  body.  When  it  is  considered  that  in  cases  of 
paresis  the  intestines  are  paretic  as  well  as  all  other  parts  of  the  body, 
it  is  not  illogi6al  to  regard  the  intestinal  obstruction  in  this  case  as  due 
to  the  paralysis  for  which  the  soldier  was  pensioned.  He  was  in  the 
terminal  stage  of  the  disease,  and  his  death  would  have,  of  course, 
occurred  within  a  few  months  at  most. 

For  the  reasons  herein  set  out  the  action  of  the  Bureau  is  reversed. 


pathoiiogicaii  sequence-gunshot  wound  and  paralysis  agi- 

tan  8-increase. 

Fbanklin  Savage. 

The  present  rate  in  the  case,  third  grade,  appears  to  be  fully  adequate  to  the  degree 
of  disability,  due  to  pensioned  causes,  '*  gunshot  wounds  of  right  hip  and  back 
and  left  leg.'*  The  paralysis  agitans  from  which  he  is  also  suffering,  and  which 
was  first  manifested  upon  medical  examination  in  1896,  thirty-four  years  sub^'- 
qnent  to  the  receipt  of  the  wounds  for  which  the  soldier  is  pensioned,  constitutes 
a  large  part  of  the  degree  of  his  present  disability;  but  inasmuch  as  such  addi- 
tional cause  of  disability  is  not  a  result  of  said  wounds,  as  alleged,  nor  otherwise 
of  service  origin,  its  existence  can  not  affect  the  rate  in  the  case. 
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Assistant  Secretary  F,  L.  Campbdl  to  ths  Cormnissioner  of  Pensions^ 

December  29,  1902. 

The  appellant  in  this  case,  Franklin  Savage,  formerly  a  corporal  in 
Company  K,  Twelfth  Indiana  Infantry,  who  is  now  pensioned  at  the 
third-grade  rate  for  *' gunshot  wounds  of  right  hip  and  back  and  left 
leg,"  filed  a  claim  for  increase  July  10,  1900,  in  which  he  alleged  that 
the  disabilities  due  to  said  wounds  had  "become- so  severe  that  he 
requires  the  aid  and  assistance  of  another  person  every  day."  This 
claim  was  rejected  June  8,  1901,  on  the  ground  that  the  existing  rate 
in  the  case  was  adequate  to  the  degree  of  disability  due  to  pensioned 
causes,  and  that  causes  other  than  those  for  which  he  was  pensioned 
were  responsible  for  a  part  of  the  aggregate  degree  of  disability  from 
which  he  was  shown  to  be  suffering. 

In  an  ^appeal  from  the  said  adverse  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the 
premises,  fijed  August  15,  1901,  it  is  contended  that  such  action  is  not 
in  accordance  with  the  facts  in  the  case,  and  that  the  said  gunshot 
wound  of  the  lumbar  vertebrae  necessitates  the  constant  aid  and  attend- 
ance of  another  person. 

The  claimant  was  examined  under  his  said  claim  for  increase  Decem- 
ber 6,  1900.  The  results  of  such  examination  show  that,  in  addition 
to  the  wounds  for  which  he  is  pensioned,  he  is  suffering  from  paraly- 
sis agitans.  With  a  view  to  showing  that  the  paralysis  agitans  resulted 
from  the  gunshot  wound  of  hip  and  back,  an  affidavit  of  a  physician 
was  filed  at  the  same  time  that  the  application  for  increase  was  pre- 
sented. This  affiant  said  that  he  had  examined  the  claimant  and  found 
him  to  be  suffering  from  an  aggravated  type  of  persistent  tremor, 
involving  all  of  the  extremities,  so  violent  as  to  prevent  him  from  per- 
forming any  kind  of  manual  labor,  and  constituting  in  itself  a  condition 
of  complete  disability.     This  affiant  also  said: 

This  tremor,  in  his  opinion,  is  immediately  dependent  up<^)n  diseases  of  the  nerve 
centers,  which  he  believes  to  have  l)een  caused  by  the  ^^inshot  wound  which  he 
received  during  the  late  civil  war. 

The  assumption  of  the  injury  as  the  cause  of  the  disease  from  which  he  is  suffer- 
ing, viz,  paralysis  a^dtans,  is  fully  confirmed  by  the  leading  authorities  upon  this 
subject. 

The  affiant  then  proceeded  to  cite  a  number  of  authorities  ''as 
stating  definitely  that  it  (paralysis  agitans)  may  be  caused  by  physical 
injury."  It  will  be  noted,  however,  that  he  does  not  describe  the 
physical  conditions  "caused  by  the  gunshot  wound  received  during 
the  late  civil  war,"  nor  does  he  stiite  the  nature  of  the  alleged  ''dis- 
eases of  the  nerve  centers"  which  "this  tremor,  in  his  opinion,  is 
inmiediately  dependent  upon." 

While  the  Department  is  fully  aware  of  the  fact  that  trauma  is  one 
of  the  recognized  factors  in  the  etiology  of  paralysis  agitans,  the  syn- 
onyms of  which  are  shaking  palsy,  Parkinson's  disease,  Schuttel&- 
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mang,  it  is,  nevertheless,  unaware  of  any  competent  authority  for 
holding  that  the  mere  history  of  a  prior  injury,  of  which  there  may  or 
may  not  be  ocular  or  other  proof  or  demonstration,  is  sufficient  to 
show  the  relation  of  cause  and  effect  between  such  injury  and  a  subse- 
<|uent  attack  of  paralysis  agitans.  In  this  case  the  injury  (gunshot 
wound)  referred  to  was  incurred  thirty-four  years  prior  to  the  first 
definite  manifestation  of  tremor  or  paralysis  agitans.  That  the  affiant 
referred  to  could  determine  by  a  mere  physical  examination  of  the 
soldier,  or  from  the  history  of  the  case  furnished  by  the  latter,  that 
the  paralysis  agitans  first  shown  upon  medical  examination  in  1896 
was  due  to  the  wound  of  hip  and  back  received  in  1862  can  not  be 
admitted  for  a  moment.  The  Depai*tment  is  willing  to  admit  the  pos- 
sibility of  such  a  connection  between  the  conditions  mentioned,  but 
the  probabilities  of  any  such  relation  are  so  remote  as  to  make  it  prac- 
tically impossible  to  demonstrate  any  theory  to  that  effect. 

As  to  the  etiology  of  paralysis  agitans.  Dr.  Landon  Carter  Gray, 
one  of  the  authorities  cited  by  the  said  affiant,  says: 

Age  may  be  considered  as  a  factor  of  importance,  as  most  cases  occur  between  the 
agiee  of  40  and  60,  and  sometimes  up  to  70.  Men  are  sometimes  more  frequently 
affected  than  women. 

In  various  cases,  however,  the  cause  may  be  cold  and  damp,  emotions,  heredity, 
traoma,  strong  peripheral  irritation,  hemiplegia,  gout,  typhus. 

Osier,  one  of  the  best  known  American  authors,  says: 

Men  are  more  frequently  affected  than  women.  It  rarely  occurs  under  40,  but 
instances  have  been  reported  in  which  the  disease  began  about  the  twentieth  year. 
It  is  by  ho  means  an  uncommon  affection.  Direct  heredity  is  rare,  but  the  patients 
often  belong  to  families  in  which  there  are  other  nervous  affections.  Among  excit- 
ing causes  may  be  mentioned  exposure  to  cold  and  wet  and  business  worries  and 
anxieties.  In  some  instances  the  disease  has  followed  directly  upon  severe  mental 
shock  or  trauma.  Cases  have  been  described  after  the  specific  fevers.  Malaria  is 
believed  by  some  to  be  an  important  factor,  but  of  this  there  is  no  satisfactory 
evidence. 

And  as  to  the  morbid  anatomy  of  paralysis  agitans,  this  same 

authority  states  that — 

No  constant  lesions  have  been  found.  The  similarity  between  certain  of  the 
features  of  Parkinson's  disease  and  those  of  old  age  suggest  that  the  affection  may 
depend  upon  a  premature  senility  of  certain  regions  of  the  brain.  Our  organs  do 
not  age  uniformly,  but  in  some,  owing  to  hereditary  predisposition,  the  process  may 
be  more  rapid  than  in  others.  ' '  Parkinson's  disease  has  no  characteristic  lesions,  bu* , 
on  the  other  hand,  is  not  a  neurosis.  It  has  for  an  anatomical  basis  lesions  of  cerebn  - 
spinal  senility,  and  which  only  differ  from  those  of  true  senility  in  their  early  onset 
and  greater  intensity.''  (Dubief.)  The  important  changes  are  doubtless  in  the 
cerebral  cortex. 

Gray  says: 

Cases  of  paralysis  agitans  have  been  reported  by  Westphal  which  have  followed  a 
wound,  a  laceration,  or  bruise  of  an  extremity. 

As  will  be  observed,  while  the  authorities  cited  recognize  trauma  as 
a  factor  in  the  etiology  of  paralysis  agitans  they  do  so,  as  a  rule,  only 
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in  cases  that  are  shown  to  have  foUowed  rather  closely  upon  the  incur- 
rence of  the  traumatism;  and  it  is  not  believed  that  any  of  the 
authorities  cited  by  appellant's  attendin^i;  ph}  sician  would  hold  that 
the  mere  coexistence  of  traumatism  and  pamlysis  agitans  would  be 
sufficient  reason  for  considering  the  latter  condition  a  sequel  of  the 
former,  especially  when  the  former  condition  had  existed  for  thirty- 
four  years  prior  to  the  first  manifestation  of  the  latter. 

In  an  authorized  translation  from  the  German,  with  editorial  notes 
and  additions  by  Pearce  Bailey,  M.  I).,  of  an  '*  Atlas  and  Epitome  of 
Diseases  Caused  by  Accidents,"  by  Dr.  Ed.  Golebiewski,  of  Berlin,  it 
is  stated  that — 

Cases  of  paralysis  agitans  can  occasionally  l)e  traced  directly  to  an  injury.  The  i^aae 
of  my  own  given  later  is  an  instance  of  such  relation.  The  affection,  which  is  pecul- 
iar to  middle  age,  presents  characteristic  symptoms.  *  *  *  By  reason  of  the  age 
of  the  patients  they  are  usually  rendered  incapahle  of  self-support.    »    *    * 

On  October  24,  1888,  a  workman,  60  years  of  age,  slipped  and  fell  to  the  ground, 
striking  his  back  against  the  sharp  edge  of  a  wheelbarrow.  Four  weeks  later,  when 
union  had  taken  place  in  the  broken  ribs,  he  noticed  the  first  symptoms  of  nervous 
disease,  which  I  diagnosed  as  paralysis  agitans  on  January  18,  1889.  The  traumatic 
etiology  was  recognized;  100  per  cent  insurantHj  wai<  allowed.  The  condition  of  the 
patient  has  remained  unchanged. 

It  will  be  noted  that  in  the  cnse  cited  by  Dr.  Bailey  as  having  come 
under  his  personal  observation  the  paralysis  agitans  was  manifested 
within  three  months  from  the  date  of  the  incurrence  of  the  injury  to 
which  he  ascribed  such  disease,  and  that  his  statement  that  ''  cases  of 
paralysis  agitans  can  occasionally  be  traced  directly  to  an  injury"  was 
thus  borne  out;  and  by  having  the  case  continually  under  observa- 
tion he  was  able  to  exclude  other  possible  or  probable  causes  of  the 
disease  in  question. 

In  the  certificate  of  the  medical  examination  made  of  the  appellant 
pursuant  to  his  claim  for  increase  herein  considered  the  statement 
is  made  that  the  ball  by  which  the  wound  of  right  hip  and  back  was 
made  "  passed  back  and  a  httle  down  through  the  spinal  column  at  the 
fifth  lumbar  vertebra." 

It  is  presumed  that  the  term  "  spinal  column,''  as  here  used,  refers 
properly  to  the  vertebral  column  or  backbone,  and  not  to  the  spinal 
cord  therein  contamed,  as  it  has  never  been  shown  that  the  cord  was 
in  any  way  involved  in  the  said  wound.  Had  the  cord  been  pierced 
by  the  ball  there  would  certainly  have  been  paralysis  of  both  legs 
(paraplegia)  following,  if  nothing  more  serious;  although  in  this 
instance,  by  reason  of  the  location  of  the  wound,  it  would  have  been 
the  Cauda  equina  or  filum  terminale  of  the  cord  that  would  have  been 
injured,  as  the  cord  proper  ends  at  the  first  lumbar  vertebra,  where  it 
terminates  in  the  structure  referred  to. 

Some  seventeen  medical  examinations  have  been  made  of  this  appel- 
lant since  tJanuary  31,  1870,  the  date  of  the  first  official  medical  exam- 
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ination  to  which  he  was  subjected,  and  the  wide  divergence  of  opinion 
as  to  the  course  of  the  bullet  which  made  the  wound  of  hip  and  back 
referred  to  is  rather  astonishing.  In  the  certificate  of  the  said  first 
examination  made  of  the  soldier  it  is  stated  that — 

A  musket  baU  entered  the  right  side  just  above  the  crest  of  the  ilium,  passed  trans- 
versely  into  the  cavity  of  the  abdomen  behind  the  spine,  and  emerged  near  the  spine 
on  the  left  side,  opposite  the  first  lumbar  vertebra.  The  ball  evidently  traversed 
the  iliacua  intemus  and  psoas  muscles  and  weakened  their  action  and  of  the  lower 
extremities  also. 

This  opinion  as  to  the  course  of  the  ball  was  expressed  in  the  cer> 
tificates  of  several  of  the  other  examinations  held  in  the  case.  It  is 
noted,  however,  that  a  board  of  examining  surgeons  which  subsequently 
examined  the  pensioner  reported  having  found  that  the  ball  passed 
through  the  abdominal  cavity  anteriorly  to  the  spinal  column  and 
emerged  on  the  left  side  of  same. 

This  opinion  is  also  expressed  in  at  least  one  of  the  other  certificates 
of  the  said  numerous  examinations  made  of  the  soldier;  so,  then,  the 
examining  surgeons  seem  to  have  been  somewhat  divided  as  to  whether 
the  bullet  passed  anteriorly  or  posteriorly  to  the  spinal  column.  It 
remained,  however,  for  the  board  by  which  he  was  last  examined  to 
find  that  the  ball  has  ^^  passed  through  the  spinal  column.'^  There  is 
also  a  difference  of  opinion  expressed  in  the  said  several  certificates  of 
examination  as  to  whether  the  wound  in  question  was  on  a  level  with 
the  first,  third,  fourth,  or  fifth  lumbar  vertebra. 

After  a  review  of  all  the  said  certificates  of  examination,  however, 
and  of  the  material  evidence  in  the  case  as  well,  the  Department  is  of 
the  opinion  that  the  soldier's  spinal  cord  was  not  injured  at  the  time 
be  received  the  wound  of  back  for  which  he  is  pensioned,  and  that  no 
subsequent  process  has  involved  that  organ.  The  Department  is  also 
of  the  opinion  that  the  existing  paralysis  agitans  has  not  been — and, 
in  view  of  the  facts  herein  set  forth,  can  not  be — shown  to  have  been 
caused  by  the  said  wound  of  back,  either  through  involvement  of  the 
cord  or  otherwise.  No  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  appellant  appears  to 
have  been  made  to  exclude  the  numerous  other  factors  in  the  causation 
of  paralysis  agitans — some  one  or  more  of  which  were,  no  doubt,  pres- 
ent and  responsible  therefor.  He  was  53  years  of  age  at  the  time  such 
condition  was  first  manifested,  a  time  of  life  when  it  most  frequently 
occurs. 

While  the  actual  cause  of  the  paralysis  agitans  has  not  been,  and 
perhaps  can  not  be,  established,  it  has,  nevertheless,  not  been  shown  to 
have  been  of  service  origin;  and  inasmuch  as  the  present  rate  in  the 
case  appears  to  be  adequate  to  the  degree  of  disability  due  to  the  afore- 
said pensioned  causes,  the  action  appealed  from  was  not  error  and  is 
hereby  affirmed. 
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pathoix>gical  sequence— ulcerations  anj>  syncope-evii>knck— 

burden  of  proof— death  cause. 

Mary  M.  Johnston  (widow). 

The  Boldier — who  was  pensioned  at  the  second-j^rade  rate  for  "injury  to  right  leg 
and  resulting  ulceration/'  alleged  to  have  been  incurred  in  1862— <iied  suddenly 
on  the  night  of  June  10,  1899,  while  entirely  alone  and  without  having  pre- 
viously exhibited  any  symptoms  of  apparent  illness.  It  is  contended  that  his 
death  was  caused  by  syncope,  due  to  septicaemia  resulting  from  said  condition 
of  right  leg. 

The  facts  presented  in  the  case,  however,  are  such  as  in  the  judgment  of  the  Depart- 
ment preclude  the  idea  that  the  soldier's  death  was  caused  in  the  manner 
alleged,  and  although  such  facts  fail  to  satisfactorily  show  the  actual  cause  of 
death  the  burden  of  proof  on  that  point  does  not  rest  with  the  Government  in 
order  that  the  contentious  of  the  appellant  may  be  held  to  be  untenable. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  L,  Campbell  to  the  Coimnltmoner  of  Perimms^ 

December  31,  190^. 

Mary  M,,  widow  of  James  A.  Johnston,  deceased,  formerly  a  private 
in  Company  B,  Eighty-seventh  Illinois  Infantry  (service  from  August 
13,  1862,  to  February  21,  1863),  and  in  Company  H,  One  hundred 
and  thirty-sixth  Indiana  Infantry  (service  from  May  14,  1864,  to  Sep- 
tember 2, 1864),  filed  a  claim  for  pension  under  the  general  law  July  6, 

1899,  wherein  she  alleged  that  the  soldier's  death  on  June  10,  1899, 
was  caused  by  blood  poisoning,  due  to  the  ^'injury  of  right  leg  and 
resulting  ulceration  "  for  which  he  was  pensioned  at  the  second-grade 
rate  at  the  time  of  his  death. 

On  the  same  date  her  said  claim  under  the  genei*al  law  was  filed  she 

filed  a  claim  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.     The  latter 

claim  was  duly  allowed,  but  the  former  was  rejected  May  2,  1900,  of 

which  fact  she  was  notified  June  1,  1900.     The  basis  assigned  for  the 

said  adverse  action  in  the  claim  under  the  general  law,  according  to 

the  approval  spread  on  the  brief -fact  was — 

*  *  *  that  soldier's  fatal  heart  disease  wafl  not  a  result  of  "injury  of  right  leg 
and  resulting  ulceration ''  for  which  he  was  pensioned;  and  it  is  not  alleged,  and 
there  is  no  satisfactory  evidence  that  the  fatal  disease  was  in  any  manner  due  to  sol- 
dier's service. 

The  latter  part  of  the  said  approval  is  somewhat  ambiglious,  but  it 
was,  in  all  probability,  the  intention  of  the  reviewer  who  made  it  to 
state  that  the  fatal  disease  was  not  in  any  other  manner  due  to  soldier's 
service,  as  it  was  alleged  that  the  siiid  fatal  disease  was  due  to  sol- 
dier's service  as  a  result  of  the  causes  of  disability  for  which  he  was 
pensioned. 

In  an  appeal  from  the  rejection  of  her  said  claim,  filed  June  11, 

1900,  the  widow  of  the  decea.sed  soldier  contends  that  the  medical 
evidence  on  file  shows  that  her  husband's  death  was  caused  by  the 
chronic  ulcer  on  his  right  leg,  for  which  he  was  pensioned. 
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In  reporting  upon  the  validity  of  the  appellant's  aforesaid  conten- 
tion the  Bureau  submitted  the  following  statement  of  the  medical 
referee,  dated  August  4,  1902,  as  to  the  medical  aspects  of  the  case: 

Appeal  is  made  from  the  medical  action  of  April  13,  1900,  rejecting  the  widow's 
claim  under  the  general  law. 

After  a  careful  review  of  all  the  testimony  on  file  it  is  my  opinion  that  the  rejec- 
tion should  be  adhered  to. 

.The  pensioner  was  taken  suddenly  ill  in  the  night  and  died  before  the  arrival  of 
the  physician,  who  had  been  called. 

It  seems  fair  to  presume,  from  the  history  of  the  case,  that  death  occurred  during 
an  attack  of  disease  of  heart,  of  like  nature  with  those  from  which  the  soldier 
bad  previously  suffered.  A  full  consideration  of  the  evidence  fails  to  show  any 
reasonable  ground  for  the  theory  that  death  was  the  result  of  septic  poisoning. 

The  medical  evidence  upon  which  the  appellant  relies  to  establish 
her  said  claim  is  the  testimony  of  Drs.  Walters  and  Harlan,  who,  she 
states,  were  partners;  and  says  that  one  or  the  other  visited  her  hus- 
band quite  often,  and  that  both  have  testified  to  the  effect  that  his 
death  resulted  from  the  chronic  ulcer  on  his  right  leg. 

The  depositions  of  both  these  physicians,  as  well  as  that  of  the  claim- 
ant herself,  were  taken  by  a  special  examiner  March  22,  1900. 

The  claimant  deposed  and  said : 

Mr.  Johnston  died  June  20,  1899. 

I  think  his  injured  leg  caused  his  death. 

I  was  not  at  home  the  night  he  died.  He  died  in  the  night,  when  no  one  knew  just 
when  or  bow.  His  leg  was  a  running  sore  and  never  could  be  healed.  He  would 
take  spells  with  this  leg.  He  would  have  severe  pains,  and  he  would  have  great 
knots  on  his  leg.  The  pain  would  strike  hhn  in  the  sore  place,  which  was  as  large 
as  my  hand.  These  spells  would  come  on  when  a  storm  was  threatening.  Sometimes 
it  would  heal  up  a  little,  but  not  entirely,  and  then  it  would  pain  him  worse.  He 
had  been  looking  bad  in  color  for  a  long  time.  Sometimes  that  leg  would  throw 
him  into  a  hard  chill,  and  he  would  shake  as  with  the  ague.  After  this  he  would 
have  a  little  fever,  but  would  just  sweat  it  off. 

I  left  home  on  Thursday  and  he  died  Friday  night  between  bedtime  and  Satur- 
day morning.  My  daughter,  who  has  since  died,  was  at  home,  and  she  was  called 
in  by  him,  and  he  asked  her  for  the  medicine  that  he  had  always  taken  fcr  this 
trouble  with  bis  leg.  She  said  she  gave  him  the  medicine,  but  she  said  she  did  not 
know  whether  he  took  it  or  not. 

The  day  I  left  home  he  took  me  to  the  train  and  bought  my  ticket. 

He  had  no  other  attention  only  such  as  he  had  every  day,  and  he  had  no  sickness 
or  treatment  fpr  any  other  disease. 

At  the  time  when  he  suffered  with  these  severe  spells  great  drops  of  sweat  would 
come  on  him.    ♦    ♦    * 

The  doctor  said  that  he  believed  that  he  had  been  dead  five  or  six  hours  when  he 
waa  found. 

The  doctor  told  me  that  blood  poison  caused  death. 

Dr.  J.  D.  Harlan  deposed  and  said: 

I  have  known  James  A.  Johnston  fifteen  or  twenty  years.  I  have  been  treating 
him  piofessionfllly  occasionally  for  six  or  seven  years.  Usually  when  I  was  called  it 
would  be  to  treat  him  for  attacks  which  we  always  attributed  to  septic  trouble  from 
a  suppurating  sore  on  his  leg.     I  do  not  believe  that  I  ever  did  treat  him  for  any 
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other  diseaae.  He  hacl  no  chronic  rheumatism  or  lung  disease.  I  noticed  a  weakness 
of  his  heart  whenever  he  would  have  those  fainting;  spells.  I  do  not  think  lie  had  a 
lesion.  I.  thought  these  spells  were  caused  hy  septicaemia,  l^ecause  he  would  get 
cold  and  have  a  fever  afterwards,  and  never  had  these  chills  only  when  his  leg  would 
get  to  paining  him — then  they  would  come  on. 

I  think  I  saw  him  at  the  office  two  or  three  weeks  hefore  his  death.  He  took  an 
attack  on  the  street  and  came  into  the  office  and  fell  into  a  chair.  I  gave  him  a 
hypodermic  injection — I  think  of  nitroglycerin.  This  is  a  heart  stimulant.  The 
next  time  I  was  called  in  was  when  I  found  him  dead. 

Question.  Why  was  septicaemia  diagnosed,  and  how  could  same  cause  fatal  syncope? 

Answer.  Septicaemia  was  diagnosed  for  the  reason  that  he  had  the  ulcer  on  his  leg 
and  it  was  attended  hy  all  the  symptoms  of  septicaemia — the  chill  or  rigor  followed 
hy  fever,  a  weak  action  of  the  heart,  and  I  attributed  the  syncope  to  the  weak  action 
of  the  heart.  Whenever  he  would  have  the  rigors  he  would  have  the  heart  failure, 
and  only  at  such  times. 

The  soldier  was  around  on  the  street  the  day  before,  walked  down  town,  about 
one-half  mile,  and  as  he  had  usually  been  doing  for  years. 

Dr.  J.  P.  Walters  deposed  and  said: 

I  have  been  the  family  physician  of  James  A.  Johnston  for  a  number  of  years, 
some  six  or  seven  at  least,  and  occasionally  he  called  in  some  one  else — my  partner 
especially  if  he  wanted  attention  at  night,  because  he  lived  near.  Almost  all  my 
calls  to  him  have  been  to  give  him  relief  from  pain  caused  by  an  old  chronic  ulcer 
on  one  of  his  legs.  When  he  had  these  spells  with  his  ulcered  leg  he  would  have  a 
chill,  caused  by  absorption  of  septic  material  from  the  ulcer.  When  I  would  go  to 
him  he  would  be  suffering  with  a  good  deal  of  pain  and  I  would  relieve  him  by  hypo- 
dermic injections.  During  these  attacks  he  was  subject  to  attacks  of  syncope  or 
fainting,  due  to  the  blood  poison — due  to  its  influence  on  the  heart.  I  have  exam- 
ined his  heart  and  I  never  discovered  any  abnormal  sounds.  These  attacks  of  syn- 
cope at  times  became  alarming,  and  were  almost  always  during  the  nighttime. 

He  had  been  out  and  around  as  usual  up  to  the  time  of  his  death.  His  limb  would 
swell  up  and  inflame  after  these  attacks  and  he  would  be  confined  to  the  house  a  day 
or  two. 

I  visited  him  May  6,  1899.  No;  this  was  Dr.  Harlan  who  visited  him  on  this  occa- 
sion.   I  had  not  given  him  professional  visits  for  several  months. 

1  never  treated  him  for  any  other  disease  than  this  above  described. 

The  history  of  his  death,  as  1  was  told,  was  that  he  was  taken  as  he  usually  was 
with  these  spells  and  took  some  of  the  medicine  that  was  on  hand  for  this  trouble. 

The  treatment  was  hypodermic  injections  of  strychnia,  and  it  is  probable,  but  I  am 
not  sure,  that  the  medicine  he  took  was  some  opiate  to  relieve  pain.  Sometimes  we 
gave  him  hypodermic  injections  of  nitroglycerin  for  syncope  or  heart-failure. 

In  addition  to  the  evidence  above  set  out,  the  same  special  examiner 
secured  the  deposition  of  another  physician,  Dr.  Francis  Bean,  who 
deposed  and  said: 

I  knew  James  A.  Johnston  for  about  twenty-five  years  and  treated  him,  off  and  on, 
for  that  time.  1  have  at  times  been  his  family  physician,  and  at  other  times  I  was 
not. 

My  treatment  of  him  in  this  way  continued  to  the  last  year  of  his  life.  Everything 
I  ever  treated  him  for  he  attributed  to  his  ulcerated  leg.  He  had  a  very  bad  nicer 
cm  one  leg.     It  was  a  running  sore. 

I  have  seen  him  when  he  would  have  a  chill,  and  he  attributed  this  to  his  sore  leg. 
I  do  not  think  thene  c*hills  were  ague  chills.  Whenever  he  would  get  out  of  .fix  he 
would  have  a  chill. 
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No;  I  did  not  attribute  these  chilla  to  blood  poison. 

He  was  a  very  active  man,  and  I  often  told  him  he  was  on  his  legs  too  much. 
Wheuever  he  would  be  on  his  legs  so  much  it  would  inflame  and  become  worse  and 
swell. 

I  never  was  to  see  him  when  he  w^as  suffering  with  his  leg  when  he  would  faint. 

I  do  not  remember  that  he  ever  had  any  other  disease;  no  lung  disease,  no 
rheumatism. 

I  do  not  think  I  ever  examined  his  heart,  any  more  than  the  pulse.  I  do  not 
remember  that  he  had  any  heart  disease. 

The  appellant  says,  in  her  pending  appeal,  that  she  thinks  the  doc- 
tors referred  to  "  know  the  facts,"  but  that  the  Bureau  ''  decides  that 
they  do  not,"  and  gave  her  a  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
while  she  feels  that  she  is  entitled  to  one  under  the  general  law. 

In  the  judgment  of  the  Department,  however — although  it  might 
be  conceded  that  the  aforesaid  affiants  ^'  know  the  facts"— such  "  facts" 
as  were  supplied  by  the  affiants  in  question  certainly  do  not  establish 
the  appellant's  alleged  title  to  a  pension  under  the  general  law. 

It  is  sought  to  be  shown  by  said  evidence  that  the  soldier  died  of 
septicaemia  resulting  from  the  condition  of  his  right  leg,  for  which  he 
was  pensioned.  Now,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is  not  shown  what  the 
actual  cause  of  the  soldier's  death  was,  although  the  circumstances 
surrounding  the  case  tend  rather  strongly  to  show  that  either  disease 
of  heart  or  cerebral  hemorrhage  was  responsible  therefor.  And  then, 
again,  it  is  not  impossible  that  bis  death  may  have  been  due  to  an 
overdose  of  opium,  as  it  is  in  evidence  that  the  medicine  ho  called  for, 
and  that  was  handed  to  him  on  tlie  night  of  bis  death,*  was  an  opiate, 
which,  it  is  stated,  he  was  in  the  habit  of  taking  when  his  leg  pained 
him.  Certainly  the  facts  presented  in  the  case  practically  preclude 
any  idea  that  he  either  had  or  died  of  septicaemia. 

As  heretofore  stated,  the  soldier  was  alone  at  the  time  of  his  death. 
The  last  person  to  see  him  on  the  night  of  his  death  was  his  daughter, 
since  deceased.  The  only  thing  that  he  complained  of  at  that  time  was 
the  usual  "pain  in  right  leg."  He  had  been  up  and  about  as  usual 
that  day.  It  had  been  three  weeks  since  he  had  received  any  treat- 
ment at  the  hands  of  a  ph^^sician.  His  family  physician,  who  was 
called  in  the  morning  after  his  death,  was  of  the  opinion  that  he  had 
been  dead  five  or  six  hours.  His  diagnosis,  however,  as  to  the  cause  of 
the  soldier's  death,  was  purely  speculative,  as  he  neither  saw  him  die 
nor  had  any  information  as  to  the  mode  of  his  death.  He  did  know, 
however,  that  his  death  must  have  been  quite  sudden— for,  as  before 
stated,  the  soldier  had  been  in  his  usual  health  and  was  up  and  about 
on  the  day  of  his  death — and  the  natural  inference  was,  therefore,  that 
failure  of  the  heart's  action,  either  by  reason  of  some  organic  disease 
thereof  or  through  some  influence  thereon  by  some  other  morbid 
process,  was  the  immediate  cause  of  death;  although,  as  also  before 
stated,  cerebral  hemon*hago  might  have  been  suspected  as  a  possible 
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or  probable  factor  in  the  causation  of  his  demise.  But  the  doctor'^s 
theory  that  the  alleged  "fatal  syncope,"  which  is  defined  by  Gould  as 
a  swooning  or  fainting,  a  partial  or  complete  temporary  suspension  of 
the  functions  of  respiration  and  circulation,  was  caused  by  a  weak 
action  of  the  heart  due  to  septicsBmia,  resulting  from  his  ulcerated 
right  leg,  is  not  justified  by  the  facts  presented  in  the  case,  nor  by  the 
well-known  nature  and  accepted  pathology  of  septicaemia  or  surgical 
fever,  also  known  as  traumatic  fever  or  aseptic  wound-fever. 

True  septicaemia  is  not  a  condition  that  is  manifested  by  "spells," 
as  they  would  have  us  believe  in  this  case,  nor  can  its  existence  be 
determined  by  complaints  of  pain  in  the  region  of  a  possible  focus  of 
infection.  Furthermore,  these  alleged  "spells"  were,  according  to 
the  evidence,  of  frequent  occurrence  during  a  period  covering  many 
years. 

It  maj^  be  well,  perhaps,  to  consider  in  this  connection  what  recog- 
nized medical  authorities  have  to  say  relative  to  the  condition 
referred  to. 

As  to  the  diagnosis  of  septicaemia,  Tyson  says: 

The  diagnosis  is  usoaUy  easy,  and  even  if  at  first  obscure,  may  be  arrived  at  by  a 
careful  study  of  cases.  The  resemblance  of  the  more  serious  form  to  intermittent 
fever  has  been  referred  to  when  treating  of  the  latter  disease,  but  in  septicasmia  the 
remissions  are  not  so  total,  and  the  patient  remains  very  ill  notwithstanding  their 
occurrence.  More  difficult  it  is  to  distinguish  the  milder  degrees  which  produce  a 
continued  fever  from  typhoid  fever. 

Relative  to  the  prognosis  of  the  disease  in  question,  this  same  author- 
ity says: 

The  prognosis  in  the  milder  degrees  is  favorable;  in  true  septicsemia  very  xmfar 
vorable,  the  patient  sometimes  dying  within  twenty-four  hours,  while  recovery  la 
scarcely  known  except  in  the  milder  grades  resulting  from  dissecting  wounds. 

And  as  to  the  symptoms  of  such  disease,  he  says: 

The  usual  initial  symptom  is  a  chill  varying  in  severity.  It  may,  however,  be 
preceded  by  malaise,  headache,  and  slight  feverishness.  It  is  succeeded  always  by 
high  fever.  In  bad  cases  the  chill  is  repeated  daily,  perhaps  more  than  once  a  day, 
and  the  temperature  rises  to  105°  F.  (40.5°  0. )  or  higher.  The  patient  is  restless; 
the  tongue,  at  first  red  and  glazed,  becomes  dry  and  leathery;  the  pulse,  at  first  fall 
and  bounding,  becomes  weak  and  compressible,  with  a  rate  of  130  or  more.  Pros- 
tration soon  becomes  marked.  The  fever  is  subject  to  decided  remissions,  which 
give  rise  to  the  inexperienced  to  delusive  hope.  The  chill  is  commonly  followed  by 
profuse  sweating  and  further  prostration.  The  mind  early  begins  to  wander,  and 
delirium  is  soon  decided,  becoming  low  and  muttering  as  the  disease  is  established, 
and  is  ultimately  replaced  by  unconsciousness. 

Thus,  as  will  be  seen,  septicaemia  is  not  a  condition  that  comes  and 
goes  at  more  or  less  frequent  intervals,  as  did  the  conditions  com- 
plained of  in  this  case,  but  is  a  condition  which,  when  it  does  occur, 
is  characterised  by  symptoms  so  gi*ave  and  alarming  that  the  prog- 
nosis in  every  case  of  true  septicaBmia  is  unfavorable. 
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A  comparison  of  the  symptoms  usually  manifested  in  a  typical  case 
of  septicaemia,  as  above  set  out,  and  those  described  in  the  case  under 
consideration  demonstrates  beyond  question  that  the  soldier  did  not 
have  an  attack  of  true  septicsBmia  at  any  time. 

Medical  authorities  generally  recognize  three  forms  or  stages  of  blood 
poisoning,  namely,  saprsemia,  septicaemia,  and  pyaemia;  although  some 
observere  are  now  inclined  to  regard  saprsemia,  which  has  usually 
been  described  as  a  mild  degree  of  septicaemia,  as  equivalent  to  the 
latter.  It  is  stated,  however,  in  A  Treatise  on  Surgery  by  American 
Authors,  edited  by  Roswell  Park,  A.  M.,  M.  D.,  that — 

Ab  between  the  various  terms  derived  from  the  Greek  which  are  applied  to  the 
different  expressions  of  blood-poisoning,  there  is  but  little  real  difference  of  meaning. 
In  time  past  there  has  been  a  great  deed  of  misuse  of  all  of  them.  And  even  today 
it  is  rare  to  find  men  using  them  correctly.  This  is  not  entirely  the  fault  of  their 
derivation,  but  because  various  conditions  have  been  confused  under  one  name  or 
because  various  names  have  been  applied  to  practically  the  same  condition.  Con- 
ceding that  cases  do  not  always  pursue  a  clinically  typical  course,  it  is  yet  possible  to 
make  out  three  forms  of  septic  infection  which,  occasionally  merging  from  one  into 
the  other,  are  yet  ordinarily  distinct  enough  for  easy  recognition,  which  is  the  more 
important  because  treatment  in  no  small  measure  hinges  upon  their  differentiation. 

And  after  describing  the  symptoms  and  usual  conditions  in  which 
saprsemia  occurs  it  is  stated: 

Saprsemia,  then,  is  intoxication  produced  by  absorption  of  the  result  of  putre&ction 
of  a  contained  material  within  a  more  or  less  shut  contained  cavity  whose  walls  are 
capable  of  absorption  of  noxious  product  as  they  form.  So  long  as  putrefaction  be 
essentially  limited  to  the  contained  mass  and  do  not  spread  to  and  involve  the  con- 
taining or  surrounding  tissues  the  case  is  one  of  sapnemia.  So  soon  as  the  process 
spreads  from  the  containing  tissues  the  case  meiges  from  one  of  saprsemia  into  one 
of  septicsemia. 

That  this  may  occur  in  any  case  without  prompt  intervention  will  be  readily  nnder- 
Btood.  Patients  may  probably  die  of  saprsemia,  though  rarely,  and  in  such  case 
ordinarily  as  the  result  of  gross  neglect.  Once  the  septicsemic  process  be  begun, 
however,  its  spread  can  not  be  with  certainty  checked,  and  that  case  which  to-day 
is  saprsemic  and  redeemable,  to-morrow  become  septicsemic  and  practically  lost 

As  will  be  seen,  then,  while  the  prognosis  in  sapraemia,  if  such  con- 
dition is  promptly  and  properly  treated  is  favorable,  it  is  exceedingly 
grave  in  the  next  stage  of  blood* poisoning,  septicaemia;  and  the  still 
further  stage,  pyaemia  (phlebitic  septicaemia,  with  the  presence  of 
pyogenic  micro-organisms  in  the  blood  and  with  the  formation  wher- 
ever they  lodge  of  secondary  embolic  or  metastatic  abscesses. — Gould), 
usually  terminates  in  death.  Relative  to  the  prognosis  in  pyaemia 
Koswell  Park  says: 

WhOe  recovery  may  occasionally  follow  where  metaatatic  infiltration  has  not  been 
too  general,  the  ordinary  case  of  pyaemia  will  die  within  twelve  to  fourteen  days 
after  its  recognition. 

Sufficient  has  been  quoted,  it  is  believed,  from  recognized  medical 
authorities  to  show  the  nature  of  the  condition  from  which  it  is  claimed 
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the  soldier  died,  and  enough  of  the  facts  presented  in  this  case  have 
been  pointed  out  to  show  that  such  claim  can  not  be  sustained. 

Although  the  essential  features  in  this  case,  and  the  facts  presented 
in  regard  thereto,  are  not  such  as  can  be  considered  sufficient  upon 
which  to  base  a  positive  opinion  as  to  the  actual  cause  of  the  soldier's 
death,  they  are  such  as  to  full}'  warrant  the  conclusion  that  the  ulcer 
of  his  right  leg  was  neither  the  immediate  nor  a  contributing  factor 
in  the  causation  thereof;  and  the}'  are  also  such  as  to  very  strongly 
indicate  that  either  cerebral  hemorrhage  or  some  organic  disease  of 
heart  was  responsible  for  his  demise.  And  there  is  also  the  possibility, 
as  heretofore  stated,  that  his  death  may  have  been  due  to  an  overdose 
of  the  opiate  which  he  was  in  the  habit  of  taking  for  the  relief  of  pain. 
However,  the  burden  of  proof  on  this  point  rests  with  the  claimant 
^.nd  not  upon  the  Government. 

That  a  condition  which  is  shown  to  have  persisted  to  a  greater  or 
less  extent  for  a  period  of  so  many  years,  and  then  have  suddenly 
overwhelmed  the  soldier  with  autointoxication  and  caused  his  death 
within  a  few  hours  surpasses  belief. 

Dr.  Harlan  says  he  "  thought  these  spells  were  caused  by  septicaBmia, 
because  he  would  get  cold  and  have  a  fever  afterwards."  These  symp- 
toms might  just  as  easily  be  caused  by  malarial  poisoning.  They  cer- 
tainly do  not  warrant  a  diagnosis  of  septicsemia.  And  as  to  disease 
of  heart,  the  doctor  says:  "  I  noticed  a  weakness  of  his  heart  when 
he  would  have  those  fainting  spells."  It  is  altogether  probable  that 
the  alleged  "fainting  spells"  were  due  to  a  weak  heart  or  some  other 
abnormal  condition  thereof.  He  also  says:  "J  do  not  think  he  had  a 
lesion."  And  Dr.  Walters  said:  "I  n^ver  discovered  any  abnormal 
sounds."  There  are  quite  a  number  of  morbid  conditions  of  the  heart, 
other  than  a  valvular  lesion,  that  might  cause  death.  Dr.  Bean  said: 
"I  do  not  think  he  had  blood-poisoning." 

In  view  of  what  has  l)cen  said  herein,  it  must  be  quite  clear  that  the 
Department  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  rejection  of  the  widow's  claim 
under  the  genei^al  law  was  not  error.  The  action  appealed  from  is, 
therefore,  hereby  affirmed. 


kestoiiation  under  act  of  march  3,  1901— divorce— vtcdows. 

Hannah  C.  Rich  (as  widow). 

Soldier  died  while  in  the  pervice,  and  his  widow  was  pensioned.  She  received  the 
pension  until  her  remarriage,  October  13,  1871.  Her  last  husband  died  Decem- 
ber 5,  1898,  in  New  York.  On  his  i)etition  he  had  obtained  a  divorce  from 
claimant. 

Held,  That  the  divorce  having  b^»en  obtaine<i  by  her  second  husband  and  not  upon 
her  own  application,  she  has  no  title  to  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  March  3,  1901. 
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A.98i9tant  Secretary  F.  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensiw^s^ 

January  9,  1903, 

Daniel  K.  Rich,  late  private  of  Company  E,  Twenty -seventh  Michi- 
gan Volunteer  Infantry,  died  while  in  the  service  and  in  line  of  duty, 
and  his  widow,  Hannah  C,  was  duly  pensioned.  The  said  Hannah  C. 
remained  a  widow  until  her  remarriage  with  Abbott  Rich,  October  13, 
1871. 

It  appears  that  on  the  11th  day  of  October,  1873,  ^he  said  Abbott 
Rich,  upon  his  own  petition,  filed  in  Scott  County,  Iowa,  obtained  a 
divorce  from  claiment  herein,  the  said  Hannah  C. 

July  18,  1891,  the  said  Hannah  C.  filed  her  application  for  restora- 
tion to  the  pension  rolls  as  the  widow  of  the  said  Daniel  K.  Rich,  of 
said  service.  May  18,  1901,  she  filed  a  second  application  for  restora- 
tion to  the  pension  rolls  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3, 
1901. 

June  6,  1901,  her  claim  for  restoration  was  rejected  on  the  ground 
of: 

No  title;  claimant  was  pensioned  and  paid  from  date  of  death  of  soldier  to  date  of 
her  remarriage,  and  there  is  no  pensionable  period  for  which  pension  can  be  paid  to 
claimant,  nor  any  law  under  which  she  can  be  restored  to  the  rolls. 

Her  application  filed  May  18, 1901,  was  rejected  June  5  of  that  year, 
because  of: 

No  title  to  pension  mider  act  of  March  3,  1901 ;  claimant  was  not  divorced  from 
her  last  husband  on  her  application.  The  application  was  made  by  the  second  hus- 
band and  divorce  granted  for  causes  alleged  by  him. 

July  6,  1901,  claimant  appealed.  It  is  alleged  in  the  appeal  that 
the  separation  of  claimant  and  her  second  husband  was  due  to  his  bad 
treatment;  that  the  divorce  granted  by  the  court  was  illegal,  etc. 

The  act  of  March  3,  1901,  makes  provision  for  the  reinstatement  of 
a  widow's  name  to  the  roll  under  certain  circumstances  after  the  death 
or  divorce  of  the  second  husband.  In  case,  however,  a  divorce  has 
been  granted,  it  must  aflGirmatively  appear  that  the  same  was  granted 
upon  the  widow's  own  application  and  without  fault  on  her  part. 

It  appears  in  this  case  that  Abbott  Rich,  her  second  husband, 
obtained  a- decree  of  divorce  from  the  claimant  upon  his  own  applica- 
tion. Claimant  therefore  has  no  title  to  pension  under  the  very  terms 
of  the  act  of  March  3,  1901.     The  action  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 
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DIVISION   OF   PENSION,    ACT   MARCH   8,  1899— MARRIAGE-EVIDENCK— 

PROOF. 

Delia  M.  Forbln  v.  Joseph  C.  Forbin. 

Under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Ohio,  claimant  has  proved  a  valid  subsisting  legal 
marriage  with  pensioner. 

The  evidence  also  shows  that  pensioner  deserted  claimant  for  more  than  six  months 
prior  to  February  6,  1902,  the  date  on  which  she  filed  her  application;  that  she 
is  a  woman  of  good  moral  character  and  in  necessitous  circumstances. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  L,  Cam/pbM  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

January  9,  1903. 

Delia  M.  Forbin  appealed  October  18,  1902,  from  the  Bureau  action 
of  September  19,  1902,  rejecting  her  claim,  filed  February  6,  1902, 
for  one-half  of  the  pension  of  her  husband,  Joseph  C.  Forbin,  late 
sergeant  Company  K,  Forty-eight  Illinois  Infantry,  and  a  pensioner 
at  $30  per  month  under  certificate  No.  247779,  on  the  ground  that  she 
was  not  his  legal  wife,  as  she  had  failed  to  show  the  death  of  her 
former  husband,  and  the  evidence  shows  that  at  the  time  of  the  mar- 
riage ceremony  with  claimant  pensioner  had  an  undivorced  wife  who 
is  yet  alive. 

Claimant  contends  that  she  was  married  to  pensioner  about  twenty- 
five  years  ago;  that  they  lived  together,  rearing  their  two  children, 
until  he  deserted  her  about  two  years  ago;  that  she  had  no  knowledge 
of  his  bemg  married  more  than  once  before  their  marriage,  and  that 
she  is  the  only  person  entitled  to  one-half  his  pension. 

It  is  contended  on  behalf  of  pensioner  that  claimant  has  not  shown 
that  her  first  husband  is  dead  and  that  pensioner  is  justly  entitled  to 
his  pension;  that  he  is  old  and  blind  and  has  to  employ  some  one  to 
lead  him  and  take  care  of  him. 

The  case  was  specially  examined,  and  the  evidence  discloses  the  fol- 
lowing facts: 

Claimant  and  pensioner  were  married  in  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  Decem- 
ber 8,  1877,  the  marriage  ceremony  being  solemnized  by  a  minister  of 
the  gospel,  pursuant  to  a  license  of  that  date  issued  by  the  judge  of 
the  probate  court  of  the  county  of  Hamilton,  Ohio.  They  cohabited 
as  husband  and  wife  from  the  date  of  their  said  marriage  lip  to  1900, 
when  pensioner  deserted  claimant  at  Ironton,  Ohio,  and  has  not  since 
contributed  to  her  support  or  cohabited  with  her.  Two  children  were 
bom  as  the  issue  of  said  marriage.  The  parties  are  shown  to  have 
been  habitually  recognized  by  their  friends  and  neighbors  as  husband 
and  wife,  and  the  ceremonial  marriage  and  the  marriage  relations  are 
admitted  by  pensioner. 

The  legality  of  this  marriage  is  denied  by  the  Bureau  action  appealed 
from  on  two  grounds:  First,  because  claimant  had  failed  to  show  the 
death  of  her  first  husband,  and,  second,  because  at  the  time  of  pen- 
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sioner's  alleged  marriage  to  claimant  in  1877  he  had  an  undivorced 
wife  who  is  still  alive. 

The  evidence  as  to  the  death  of  claimant's  first  husband  shows  that 
she  was  married  to  one  William  D.  Hunt,  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  about 
October  30, 1862,  and  lived  with  him  until  about  1872,  when  he  left 
her  and  went  West. 

Claimant,  aged  57,  reputation  reported  good,  testified  before  the 

special  examiner  July  25,  1902,  in  relation  to  her  first  husband  as 

follows: 

We  lived  in  Ohio  and  Indiana  for  about  seven  yean  after  date  of  oar  marriage, 
October  30,  1862,  and  then  we  removed  to  near  Mattoon,  111.,  and  we  had  been  liv- 
ing near  Mattoon  for  a  few  years  when  he  sold  out  to  my  father  and  went  to  Omaha, 
Kebr.,  with  a  view  of  establishing  a  home  in  that  State  and  sending  for  me  and  the 
children,  four  of  whom  were  then  living.  I  think  he  left  about  1872,  and  I  had  sev- 
eral letters  from  him  within  a  few  weeks  after  he  reached  Omaha.  In  his  last  letter 
to  me  he  said  that  he  had  been  riding  a  young  colt  and  that  it  had  thrown  him  and 
fallen  on  his  heart  and  crushed  it  in.  A  few  weeks  after  receiving  his  last  letter,  I 
received  a  letter  from  a  man  whose  name  I  think  was  Rouse  informing  me  that  my 
hosband  had  died  of  his  yi juries.  *  *  *  I  never  otherwise,  than  through  the  let- 
ter referred  to,  knew  that  my  first  husband,  William  D.  Hunt,  had  died.  I  have 
never  since  heard  that  that  information  was  not  true.  *  *  *  There  was  no  diffi- 
culty pending  between  us  at  the  time  he  left  me  and  the  children  and  went  west. 

James  M.  Hunt,  aged  62  years,  reputation  good,  a  brother  of  claim- 
ant's first  husband,  testified  before  the  special  examiner  that  said  Wil- 
liam D.  Hunt  left  his  wife,  the  claimant,  and  went  to  Nebraska  about 
1872  and  never  returned;  that  neither  himself  nor  any  of  his  brothers 
or  sisters  know  anything  of  his  whereabouts;  that  he  had  four  brothers 
living  and  he  had  talked  with  them  about  William  D.  Hunt,  and 
informed  claimant  that  he  knew  nothing  of  his  whereabouts. 

Charles  A.  Hunt,  aged  32  years,  a  son  of  William  D.  Hunt  and 
claimant,  reputation  good,  testified  before  the  examiner  in  1902  that 
his  father  left  in  1872  or  1873  and  never  returned;  that  he  did  not 
know  whether  he  was  dead  or  alive. 

There  is  no  evidence  in  the  case  indicating  the  existence  of  claim- 
ant's said  first  husband  at  the  time  she  was  married  to  pensioner,  and 
to  presume  his  existence  would  compel  us  to  presume  her  guilty  of 
bigamy.  Claimant's  marriage  to  pensioner  appears  to  have  been  in 
good  faith.  Even  if  the  seven  years'  presumption  of  life  were  allowed 
to  prevail,  her  subsequent  marital  relation  with  pensioner  since  the 
expiration  of  said  seven  years  would  constitute  a  valid  common-law 
marriage  under  the  laws  of  Ohio.  See  cases  of  Bremer  v.  Briggs  (32 
Ohio  St,  478);  Swartz  v.  State  (13  Ohio  C.  C,  62),  cited  and  followed 
in  the  case  of  Fredricka  Kent  (10  P.  D.,  211),  and  Elizabeth  Adams 
(12  P.  D.,  312). 

The  evidence  as  to  the  existence  of  pensioner's  former  wife  at  the 
date  of  his  marriage  to  claimant  in  1877  is  as  follows: 

Pensioner  testified  before  the  special  examiner  July  15,  1902,  that 
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he  was  first  married  to  Susannah  Grogan  in  Franklin,  now  Elliott, 

EfSngham  County,  III.,  in  August,  1860,  and  that  she  died  near  the 

town  of  Robinson,  Crawford  County,  111. ;  that  he  could  not  be  certain 

as  to  the  year  in  which  his  first  wife  died;  that  he  was  preaching  at  a 

camp  meeting  near  the  city  of  Mattoon,  Coles  County,  111.,  when  he 

first  became  acquainted  with  claimant  in  September,  and  married  her 

in  December,  1877,  at  Cincinnati,  Ohio;  that  they  lived  together  as  a 

married  couple  until  about  1890,  when  he  left  her  at  Ironton,  Ohio, 

where  they  had  resided  about  seven  years,  and  went  to  the  Soldiers' 

Home,  near  Dayton,  Ohio;  thence  to  Huntington,  W.  Va.,  and  from 

thence  to  Gallipolis,  Ohio,  where  he  has  since  resided;  that  he  had 

two  children  by  claimant,  a  girl  and  a  boy. 

He  further  testified  as  follows: 

I  am  a  married  man;  have  been  married  twice  only,  and  my  second  wife,  so  far  aa 
I  know,  is  still  living,  but  I  have  not  seen  her  for  nearly  two  years.  I  am  of  Chilean 
birth  and  came  to  this  country  when  about  15  years  of  age.  *  *  *  i  settled  in 
Effingham,  Effingham  County,  111.,  when  I  came  to  the  United  States,  and  had  lived 
there  for  twenty-one  years  prior  to  my  enlistment  (1863). 

He  further  testified  that  he  lived  with  his  first  wife,  Susannah,  in 
Effingham,  111.,  for  three  years  after  his  discharge  from  the  Army  in 
1866;  that  he  then  moved  to  Charleston,  Coles  County,  111.,  where  he 
farmed  and  preached  for  four  years;  that  he  then  moved  to  Robinson, 
Crawford  County,  111.,  and  lived  there  on  a  farm  for  almost  three  years, 
until  his  wife  died  there;  that  he  could  not  be  positive  as  to  the  year 
his  fii*st  wife  died,  but  she  died  near  Robinson,  111.,  and  less  than  a 
mile  from  that  town;  that  he  left  Illinois  about  three  months  before 
he  married  claimant;  that  he  then  preached  for  some  time  in  the  State 
of  Indiana;  that  claimant  came  on  and  joined  him  at  Indianapolis,  and 
they  then  came  on  together  to  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  and  were  married  at 
once  upon  reaching  Cincinnati. 

The  special  examiner  procured  and  filed  with  hLs  report  a  certified 
transcript  of  a  marriage  of  one  Joseph  D.  Forbin  to  one  Martha  A. 
Woodall,  in  Sullivan  County,  Ind.,  August  22, 1876,  the  marriage  cere- 
mony being  performed  by  one  William  McGinnis.  It  does  not  appear 
from  said  certificate  in  what  capacity  McGinnis  acted,  or  that  he  was 
an  officer  or  a  minister  or  in  any  manner  authorized  to  perform  the 
marriage  ceremony.  It  does  appear,  however,  that  a  license  was  issued 
by  the  clerk  of  the  circuit  court  of  said  county,  on  the  date  last  afore- 
said, authorizing  the  marriage  of  said  parties  by  "any  person  empow- 
ered by  law  to  solemnize  marriages." 

Martha  A.  Woodall,  aged  61  years,  reputation  reported  "fair  to 

good,"  testified  before  the  special  examiner  August  14,   1902,  as 

follows: 

I  knew  Joseph  D.  Forbin.  He  is  my  husband.  I  was  lawfully  married  to  him  at 
Sullivan,  Ind.  I  have  never  applied  for  a  divorce  from  him,  and  I  do  not  know  that 
he  ever  applied  for  a  divorce  from  me.    I  heard  he  was  dead,  and  that  is  why  I 


DECISIONS   BELATING   TO   PENSIONS.  l23 

married  Mr.  Woodall.  Forbin  was  married  prior  to  his  marria^  to  me,  but  this  first 
wife  died  before  he  married  me.  Her  name  was  Susannah,  and  she  died  near  Rob- 
inson, 111.  Joseph  D.  Forbin  was  a  Spaniard,  a  preacher,  and  a  grand  rascal.  I  can 
not  tell  how  many  times  he  was  married,  but  I  know  that  his  wife,  Susannah,  was 
dead  before  I  married  him.  I  saw  him  at  church  several  times  when  his  first  wife 
was  living — we  lived  near  each  other  in  Crawford  County,  prior  to  our  marriage. 

I  can  not  tell  the  name  of  the  man  who  married  us.  I  have  my  marriage  certifi- 
cate, but  I  have  not  got  it  here.  We  were  married  in  the  town  of  New  Lebanon, 
Sullivan  Coimty,  Ind.  I  can  not  tell  to  what  denomination  the  preacher  belonged 
who  married  us.  He  is  dead,  and,  so  iar  as  I  know,  the  witnesses  are  all  dead.  My 
certificate  of  marriage  is  at  my  son's  house — his  name  is  Albert  Peden,  and  he  lives 
near  Kichwood,  Crawford  County,  111.  Only  two  persons  witnessed  our  marriage, 
and  I  have  even  foi^tten  their  names — I  think  it  was  Ha^lden — was  married  at  their 
house.  Forbin  brought  the  preacher  to  that  house  where  we  were  married,  and  all 
were  strangers  to  me. 

Mr.  Forbin  and  I  were  married  in  August,  1877,  as  near  as  I  can  come  to  the  date. 
We  did  not  live  together  long — we  separated  the  following  spring.  He  did  not  pro- 
vide for  me — he  was  running  around  away  from  home  nearly  all  the  time,  and  left 
me  and  his  children  to  starve. 

I  do  not  know  what  became  of  Forbin  after  we  separated.  I  married  Mr.  Woodall 
about  fourteen  years  ago  in  Effingham,  111.,  after  I  heard  that  Forbin  was  dead. 

One  witness  testified  that  after  Forbin  separated  from  his  wife, 
Martha  Woodall,  she  got  a  divorce  from  him;  that  he  knew  this 
l>ex»use  he  saw  it  published  in  the  paper,  and  that  she  then  married 
again;  that  she  got  the  divorce  at  Robinson,  111. 

The  special  examiner  reports  that  the  records  at  Robinson,  111., 
failed  to  disclose  a  divorce  of  these  parties. 

Assuming  that  pensioner  is  the  person  described  in  the  license  and 
marriage  certificate  as  Joseph  D.  Forbin,  and  that  his  wife  Martha 
never  got  a  divorce  from  him,  it  does  not  follow  that  pensioner's  mar- 
riage to  claimant  in  December,  1877,  is  void. 

In  the  case  of  United  States  v.  Green  (98  Fed.  Rep.,  63),  decided  in 
United  States  circuit  court,  southern  district  of  Iowa,  December  1, 
1899,  the  question  at  issue  was  the  validity  of  a  second  marriage,  and 
the  court  held  that  it  was  not  .sufficient  to  prove  a  prior  marriage  of 
the  husband  which  had  not  been  dissolved  by  death  or  divorce  in  order 
to  establish  the  illegality  of  the  second  marriage,  but  that  the  proof 
must  go  farther  and  show  that  the  parties  to  the  first  marriage  were 
lawfully  competent  to  contract  a  marriage  with  each  other. 

The  court,  by  Shiras,  J.,sai(l: 

In  this  case  it  is  proven  that  the  defendant  l)eing  a  single  woman  and  competent 
to  make  a  marriage  contract,  by  a  marriage  ceremony  of  legal  form  was  married  to 
Levi  B.  Davis,  in  1878;  that  the  parties  lived  together  as  husband  and  wife  until  the 
death  of  Davis  in  the  year  1889,  being  recognized  by  the  entire  community  to  be 
husband  and  wife  during  that  entire  time.  If  presumptions  are  to  be  indulged  in,  is 
it  not  clear  that  these  facts  would  demand  the  presumption  to  be  that  at  the  date  of 
the  death  of  Davis  the  defendant  was  his  wife?  To  overcome  the  conclusions  inevi- 
table from  these  facts,  the  Government  asserts  that  during  all  this  period  Davis  had  a 
lawful  wife  living.     It  proves  the  Ijare  fact  that  a  marriage  ceremony  was  had 
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between  Davis  and  Eliza  Jane  Callahan,  and  then  asks  the  court,  as  the  trier  of  the 
facts,  to  assume  as  a  fact  that  the  prior  marriage  was  legal  without  offering  any  evi- 
dence to  show  that  the  parties  who  entered  into  this  ceremony  were  legally  compe- 
tent to  contract.'  *  *  *  As  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  Government,  it  must 
be  held  that  it  has  failed  to  adduce  sufficient  evidence  to  justify  the  finding  that  the 
defendant  is  not  the  lawful  widow  of  Levi  B.  Davis,  deceased. 

In  a  former  portion  of  the  decision  it  was  stated  that — 

It  is  certainly  incumbent  upon  the  Government  to  prove  that  Davis  and  Eliza  Jane 
Callahan  were  lawfully  husband  and  wife,  and  of  necessity  this  involves  the  ques- 
lian  whether  when  they  went  through  the  marriage  ceremony  they  were  lawfully 
competent  to  contract  a  marriage  with  each  other. 

And  again  it  was  said: 

The  claim  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  is  that  at  the  date  of  the  marriage  of 
Davis  and  the  defendant  the  former  was  lawfully  married  to  Eliza  Jane  Callahan. 
It  is  certainly  true  that,  before  the  Government  should  be  held  entitled  to  a  judg- 
ment in  this  case,  it  must  establish  this  claim  of  a  prior  lawful  marriage  by  clear  and 
satisfactory  evidence. 

Prior  to  the  rendition  of  the  foregoing  decision  by  the  United  States 
circuit  court,  this  Depaitment  held  March  20, 1899,  in  the  case  of  Mary 
Ann,  alleged  widow  of  Peter  Kearns  (314  L.  B.,  40),  that— ^ 

The  law  presumes  in  favor  of  innocence  in  support  of  a  duly  established  marriage, 
and  the  party  attacking  the  validity  of  such  a  marriage  on  the  ground  that  one  of 
the  parties  to  such  marriage  was  incompetent  to  contract  the  marriage  by  reason  of 
a  prior  subsisting  marriage,  must  not  only  prove  a  valid  prior  marriage,  but  also 
prove  that  it  had  not  been  dissolved  by  death  or  divorce  at  the  time  of  the  second 
marriage,  even  though  it  involves  the  proving  of  a  negative — 

citing  the  cases  of  Annie  Dennis  (9  P.  D.,  243);  Lodiska  C.  Hyer 
(8  P.  D.,  298);  Evans  v.  Reynolds  (32  Ohio  St.,  163),  and  other  author- 
ities. See  also  the  case  of  Elizabeth  Schneider  (12  P.  D.,  348),  wherein 
the  validity  of  a  second  marriage  in  Ohio  was  sustained. 

As  stated  by  the  elemental  law  writers  and  sustained  by  the  United 
States  and  State  courts  generally,  as  a  result  of  the  doctrine  that  all 
presumptions  are  in  favor  of  marriage,  the  invalidity  of  a  marriage 
can  not  be  established  like  other  questions  of  fact,  as  every  presump- 
tion in  favor  of  its  validity  must  be  overcome  by  satisfactory  irref- 
ragable proof,  and  the  burden  of  proof  is  always  upon  the  party 
attacking  the  validity  of  the  marriage.  (See  19  Am.  and  Eng.  Ency., 
2d  ed.,  p.  1209,  and  authorities  therein  cited.)  The  evidence  to  over- 
come the  legal  presumption  as  to  marriage  can  only  be  i-ebutted  by 
''strong  distinct,  satisfactory,  and  conclusive  evidence,"  as  stated  in 
Broom's  Legal  Maxims  (7th  ed. ,  p.  947,  and  authorities  cited  in  note  4). 

In  the  case  under  consideration,  for  reasons  heretofore  stated,  the 
evidence  of  pensioner's  former  marriage  is  not  sufficient  to  establish 
the  invalidity  of  his  marriage  to  claimant. 

There  can  be  little  doubt  but  that  the  courts  of  Ohio  would,  under 
the  facts,  hold  the  marriage  of  claimant  and  pensioner  valid.     In  fact, 
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she  appears  to  have  been  recognized  by  the  court  of  that  State  in  the 
appointment  of  a  guardian  of  pensioner  on  her  application. 

The  evidence  further  shows  that  claimant  is  a  woman  of  good  moral 
character  and  in  necessitous  circumstances. 

The  Department  is  of  the  opinioti  that  under  the  laws  of  Ohio 
claimant  has  proven  a  valid  subsisting  marriage,  and  that  the  rejection 
of  her  claim  on  the  grounds  stated  was  error. 

Said  Bureau  action  appealed  from  is  accordingly  reversed,  and  the 
papers  in  the  case  are  herewith  returned  for  readjudication  of  the 
claim  in  accordance  with  this  decision. 


DEPENDENT  W^IDOVT-ACT  JUNE  87,  1 890-INCOME-MBAN8  OF 

SUPPORT. 

Hannah  Sherry  (widow). 

A  widow  who  is  poflseased  of  a  yearly  income  of  $142.50,  and  is  75  years  of  age,  is  not 

dependent  within  the  meaning  of  the  act. 
C^se  distinguisheil  in  principle  from  that  of  Emma  T.  Wangelin  (9  P.  D.,  76),  said 

case  being  sustained. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Cominissioner  of  Pensions^ 

January  15^  1903. 

Hannah  as  widow  of  John  W.  Sherry,  formerly  a  private,  unas- 
signed,  in  the  Pennsylvania  Volunteer  Infantry,  filed  her  application 
on  February  2,  1898,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  claim  being 
rejected  on  May  29,  1899,  on  the  ground  of  nondependence.  An 
appeal  was  filed  on  June  26,  1899. 

The  evidence  shows,  and  the  claimant  admits,  that,  aside  from  her 
daily  labor,  she  is  possessed  of  an  annual  income  of  $142.50.  She  is 
75  years  of  age  and  supports  an  invalid  daughter.  The  appeal  con- 
tends that  the  doctrine  announced  in  the  opinion  in  the  case  of  Emma 
T.  Wangelin  (9  P.  D.,  76)  bestows  a  pensionable  status  on  claimant 

A  reference  to  said  opinion  conclusively  shows  that  the  facts  in  said 
case  and  in  the  one  under  discussion  are  not  parallel,  and  therefore 
the  mling  in  the  Wangelin  case  does  not  apply  herein.  The  principle 
announced  in  the  Wangelin  case  is  often  invoked,  and  is  based  upon 
the  opinion  in  the  case  of  Jennie  D.  Lewis  (6  P.  D.,  294),  said  last- 
mentioned  opinion  closing  as  follows: 

When  the  income,  aside  from  the  proceeds  of  daily  labor,  is  such  as  to  render  the 
securing  of  comfortable  support  a  task  within  the  reach  of  reasonable  effort  on  the 
part  of  any  claimant,  there  is  not  a  case  for  pension  under  said  act 

In  the  Wangelin  case  it  was  held  that,  under  certain  conditions,  the 
physical  condition  of  a  claimant  might  have  some  bearing  upon  her 
pensionable  status. 
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Omitting  the  word  ^'comfoilable"  as  it  appears  in  the  Lewis  case — 
which  is  of  greatly  varied  meaning  according  to  the  circumstances 
under  which  it  is  used — the  Department  believes  the  sentence  quoted 
to  correctly  express  the  law  in  the  matter.  The  statute  was  never 
intended  to  encourage  idleness  and  unthrift,  and  allow  the  effects  of 
such  to  be  the  basis  of  a  pensionable  condition;  and  a  claimant  can  not 
successfully  assert  she  is  within  the  statute  by  reason  of  such  facts. 
It  is  her  duty  to  use  ordinary  care  and  economy  in  exercising  the  vari- 
ous daily  duties  common  to  all  womankind,  and  this  is  what  is  meant 
by  the  words  "reasonable  effort;"  and  if  she  could,  by  the  exercise  of 
such  effort  with  the  resources  she  has,  aside  from  that  earned  by  daily 
labor,  such  labor  being  certainly  that  which  is  performed  by  her  sep- 
arate and  apart  from  those  ordinary  daily  duties  common  to  all  of  her 
sex  in  their  respective  walks  of  life,  then  she  is  not  within  the  statute. 
The  reasonable  effort  is  not  that  exerted  for  other  parties  by  reason  of 
which  she  receives  a  valuable  consideration,  but  is  that  bestowed  upon 
or  in  connection  with  the  resources  she  is  possessed  of  whicJi'  are  not 
the  product  of  her  daily  labor.  In  other  words:  If  a  widow,  b}^  ful- 
filling those  ordinary  home  duties  common  to  all  housewives  in  the 
ordinary  and  general  walks  of  life,  is  enabled,  in  connection  with  a 
certain  income,  or  in  connection  with  a  principal  or  its  equivalent 
which  produces  or  could  be  made  to  produce  an  income,  to  obtain  a 
support,  then  she  is  not  within  the  statute. 

The  term  "means  of  support,"  as  usexl  in  the  statute,  is  justly  sus- 
ceptible of  various  constructions.  It  has  been  contended  that  it 
mean^ — and  it  might  reasonably  mean — "sufficient,"  "adequate," 
"comfortable,"  or  "competent,"  means  for  the  widow's  support 
The  statute,  however,  named  no  sum,  placed  no  words  of  qualification 
before  "means  of  support,"  laid  down  no  criterion  or  crucial  test,  and 
inasmuch  as  that  sum  which  might  produce  a  support  for  one  claimant 
would  not  for  anothor,  the  Department  was  obliged,  in  order  to  give 
the  statute  any  force,  to  arbitrarily  fix  upon  a  certain  standard  by 
which  claims  should  be  judged.  After  the  most  careful  and  mature 
deliberation,  it  was  decided  to  fix  the  standard  at  the  figure  repre- 
senting the  amount  of  yearly  pension  under  the  law,  viz,  $96;  and  it 
would  appear  that  there  were  good  and  lawful  reasons  for  fixing  it  at 
such  an  amount.  The  Department  has,  accordingly,  consistently  held 
that  if  a  claiming  widow  was  possessed  of  either  an  income  or  a  prin- 
cipal sum,  or  its  equivalent,  which  produced  or  was  capable  of  pro- 
ducing an  income  somewhat  in  excess  of  $96  per  year,  outside  of  her 
daily  labor,  she  was  not  within  the  statute,  and  she  was  outside  the 
statute  if  a  reasonable  effort  on  her  part,  in  connection  with  the  said 
amount,  would  produce  a  support. 

No  departmental  rule,  however,  especially  an  arbitmry  one  made 
necessary  by  the  wording  of  the  statute,  is  so  inflexible,  rigorous,  or 
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immutable  as  to  defeat  the  law;  neither  is  its  effect  such  that  it  can 
not  be  so  modified  or  disturbed,  within  the  bounds  of  reason,  to  fit 
some  peculiar  case,  so  that  the  intent  of  the  statute  may  be  carried 
into  effect. 

It  is  not  to  be  assumed  that  the  sum  of  26i  cents  per  day,  in  the 
routine  case,  is  sufficient  to  produce  a  support  for  the  ordinary 
claimant.  Such  has  never  been  the  presumption  nor  the  holding  of 
the  Department  under  this  statute.  If,  therefore,  one  is  shown  to 
have  a  yearly  income  materially  in  excess  of  $96,  but  is  utterly  inca- 
pable, by  reason  of  physical  or  mental  infirmity,  of  performing  the 
ordinary  personal  duties  of  life  naturally  devolving  upon  her,  but, 
on  the  contrary,  the  evidence  shows  it  to  be  an  absolute  necessity  in 
order  for  her  to  subsist  or  to  sustain  life  to  be  under  an  expenditure 
&r  beyond  such  an  income,  it  would  seem  to  be  wholly  outside  the 
bounds  of  reason  to  say  that  because  of  the  immutability  of  a  depart- 
mental rule  she  is  outside  the  statute. 

Every  case  of  this  kind  must  stand  upon  its  own  plane  and  be  gov- 
erned by  all  the  surrounding  facts  and  circumstances.  The  general 
doctrine,  as  announced  in  the  opinions  in  the  Lewis  and  Wangelin 
cases,  supra,  is  adhered  to,  especially  as  exemplified  herein.  But,  in 
order  to  bring  a  given  case  within  those  principles  the  facts  must  be 
practically  parallel,  equivalent,  or  identical. 

In  the  case  under  discussion  the  claimant  is  possessed  of  an  income 
very  largely  in  excess  of  the  amount  prescribed  by  the  rule,  and  there 
are  no  peculiar  circumstances  in  her  case  save  that  she  is  of  an 
advanced  age.  There  is  no  attempt  at  proof  that  she  suffers  from  any 
special  physical  or  mental  infirmity,  and  it  is  not  believed  that  her  age 
alone  is  sufficient  to  expand  the  rule  be3'ond  a  reasonable  point.  The 
Department,  however,  has  no  hesitancy  in  saying  that  in  certain 
extreme  cases  a  claiming  widow  might  be  within  the  terms  of  the 
statute  invoked  even  if  she  was  possessed  of  an  income  of  $142.50. 

Whatever  may  be  the  present  opinion  of  the  Department  as  to  the 
legality  or  equity  of  the  rule  which  fixed  $96  as  a  standard,  said  rule 
has  been  too  long  established  and  received  inferential  legislative  sanc- 
tion to  be  now  disturbed.  But,  as  heretofore  stated,  it  has  never 
been  so  inflexible  as  to  allow  it  to  practically  defeat  the  intent  of  Con- 
gress. The  amendment  of  May  9,  1900,  has  now  in  express  terms 
definitely  fixed  a  certain  sum,  and  has  relieved  the  Department  in  the 
future  of  any  embaritissment  upon  this  point. 

Action  affirmed. 
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DISLOYALTY— SECTION  4716  OF   THE   REVISED   STATUTES,  AND  JOIXT 

RESOLUTION  OF  JULY  1,  1908. 

James  J.  Wade. 

It  appearing  from  the  evidence  in  this  case  that  this  appellant  rendered  voluntary 
military  service  in  the  Confederate  army  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  an'l 
that  he  enlisted  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States  after  the  1st  day  of 
January,  1865,  he  is  excluded  from  the  benefits  of  the  joint  resolution  of  Con- 
gress approved  July  1,  1902,  and  the  payment  of  pension  to  him  is  expressly 
prohibited  by  the  provisions  of  section  4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

Assistant  Secretary  F*  Z.  Camj^ell  to  the  Corwinissioner  of  Pensions^ 

January  16  ^  1903. 

James  J.  Wade,  formerly  a  private  in  Company  E,  Fourteenth  Mis- 
souri Volunteer  Cavalry,  was  a  pensioner  under  the  provisions  of  the 
second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  on  January  11,  1902, 
he  was,  after  due  and  legal  notice,  dropped  from  the  rolls,  upon  the 
ground  that  he  had  rendered  voluntary  military  service  in  the  Confed- 
erate army  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  payment  of  pension 
to  him  was  expressly  prohibited  by  the  provisions  of  section  4716  of 
the  Revised  Statutes. 

From  the  foregoing  action  dropping  said  pensioners  name  from  the 
rolls  the  present  appeal  was  taken  on  March  24, 1902. 

The  official  military  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  this 
appellant  fii*st  enlisted  for  military  service  during  the  war  of  the 
rebellion  on  September  3,  1862,  as  a  private  in  Captain  Dawson's 
company  (G)  of  Hawthorne's  Regiment,  Arkansas  Infantr\'',  Confed- 
erate States  Army,  for  a  term  of  three  yeai^s,  or  during  the  war.  He 
is  borne  on  the  rolls  of  this  organization  as  present  for  duty  from  date 
of  enlistment  to  January  10, 1863,  when  he  is  reported  as  absent  with- 
out leave.  He  is  reported  on  the  rolls  of  this  company  as  absent 
without  leave  up  to  August  31,  1863,  w^hen  he  is  reported  present, 
having  returned  to  the  company,  and  is  so  borne  up  to  January  and 
February,  1864,  when  he  appears  to  have  deserted  and  never  after- 
wards rejoined  said  company,  but  the  exact  date  of  his  desertion  there- 
from does  not  appear. 

He  next  enlisted  on  February  28,  1865,  as  a  private  in  Company''  E, 
Fourteenth  Missouri  Volunteer  Cavalry,  U.  S.  Army,  and  served  in 
this  organization  until  October  26,  1865,  upon  which  date  he  was 
mustered  out  and  honombly  discharged  with  said  company. 

The  appellant  himself  testified  positively  that  he  had  no  service  in 
theU.  S.  Army  other  than  that  above  indicated.  He  contends,  how- 
ever, that  his  service  in  the  Confederate  army  was  not  voluntary,  but 
that  he  was  conscripted  and  forced  into  said  service  through  fear  of 
his  life.  He  has  filed  a  number  of  affidavits  to  sustain  this  contention, 
and  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  the  fact  that  he  had  always  been 
loyal  to  the  Union. 
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It  is  admitted  by  the  appellant,  under  oath,  that  he  volunteered  in 
the  Confederate  military  service  to  escape  conscription,  but  whether 
he  wa«  conscripted  as  he  alleges  or  not,  the  facts  appearing  from  the 
foregoing  record  of  his  service  therein  are  fatal  to  his  contention  that 
the  railitarv  service  he  rendered  to  the  cause  of  the  rebellion  was  not 
voluntary.  Said  record  shows  clearly  that  he  was  absent  from  his 
command  for  several  months  without  leave,  and  that  he  afterwards 
returned  thereto  and  served  therein  for  a  considerable  length  of  time 
l)efore  he  finally  deserted  the  Confederate  service,  and  it  appears  to 
have  been  at  least  a  vear  thereafter  before  he  enlisted  in  the  service 
of  the  Government.  Under  these  circumstances,  whatever  may  have 
lH»en  the  facts  relative  to  the  appellant^s  original  entry  into  the  Con- 
federative  service,  it  is  idle  for  him  to  contend  that  his  Confederate 
military  sen^ice  was  not  voluntary  within  the  meaning  and  intent  of 
the  provisions  of  section  4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

Since  it  appears  that  the  appellant's  enlistment  in  the  military  serv- 
ice of  the  United  States,  subsequent  to  his  service  in  the  Confederate 
army,  was  after  the  first  day  of  January,  1805,  he  is  expressly  excluded 
from  the  benefits  of  the  first  section  of  the  joint  resolution  of  Congress 
approved  Juh"  1,  1902,  bj^  the  terms  of  the  proviso  to  said  section. 

The  provisions  of  section  4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes  expressly 
prohibit  the  pa^'ment  of  an\'  money  on  account  of  pension  to  any  per- 
son who  in  any  manner  voluntarily  engaged  in,  or  aided,  or  abetted, 
the  late  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the  United  States,  and  since 
it  is  clearly  shown  that  this  appellant  did  render  voluntary  military 
service  in  the  Confederate  army,  it  is  manifest  that  the  action  dropping 
him  from  the  rolls  upon  the  ground  stated  was  without  error,  and  said 
action  is  affirmed  accordingly. 


marriage— sla veh-law.s  of  texas-act  of  august  7,  1888. 

Louisa  Davis  (as  widow). 

If  parties  having  married  according  to  custom  while  in  a  state  of  8er\ntude  continue 
to  live  together  as  huf>t>and  and*  wife  after  their  emancipation,  it  being  apparent 
that  they  continue  the  marital  tie  after  their  legal  incapacity  to  contract  was 
removed,  and  if  all  the  usual  evidences  of  a  common-law  marriage  existed  after 
emancipation,  such  parties  were,  legally,  husband  and  wife  in  the  State  of  Texas; 
and  under  such  a  state  of  facts  the  constitution  of  1869  and  the  act  of  August  15, 
1870,  have  no  bearing. 

Af^lntant  Sea^etanj  F,  Z.  Camphell  to  tJw  Commissi&nef'  ({f  Pimshms^ 

January  17,1903. 

Louisa,  as  alleged  widow  .of  Calvin  Davis,  formerly  a  private  in 
Company  E,  Seventh  U.  S.  Colored  Volunteer  Infantry,  filed  her 
application  under  the  act  of  June  27,  181)0,  on  Maj'  11,  1897,  claim 

p.  D.— VOL.  13—02 y 
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being  rejected  on  March  17,  1900,  on  the  ground  that  her  alleged 
marriage  took  place  at  a  date  when  she  had  a  living  and  undivoreed 
husband.     An  appeal  was  filed  on  September  19,  1900. 

The  admitted  facts  in  this  case  are  as  follows: 

Claimant,  a  number  of  3' ears  prior  to  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  and 
while  a  slave  in  the  State  of  Mississippi,  married  one  Edward  Furge- 
son,  also  a  slave,  according  to  the  customary  manner.  The  marriage 
appears  to  have  been* celebrated  with  more  than  usual  ceremony,  the 
owner  of  Furgeson  having  it  performed  in  the  Methodist  church  in 
Natchez,  and  bv  a  white  Methodist  minister.  Thev  lived  and  cohab- 
ited  as  slave  husband  and  wufe  in  said  State,  and  upon  the  removal  of 
their  owners  to  the  State  of  Texas,  in  1860,  the  parties  accompanied 
them,  continuing  to  live  and  cohabit  together,  there  being  no  inter- 
mission or  cessation  of  such  cohabitation  during  all  the  period  from 
the  time  of  their  marriage  up  to  1868  or  1869.  Three  children  were 
born  to  them  during  slavery  and  four  after  emancipation,  the  last 
two  being  twins;  and  during  all  the  period  mentioned,  both  during 
slavery  and  after  emancipation,  they  were  known  and  recognized  as 
husband  and  wife,  many  witnesses  having  testified  to  suc^  fact,  the 
said  testimony  being  apparently  based  upon  an  intimate  acquaintance 
with  the  parties  and  a  thorough  knowledge  of  their  mode  of  life.  In 
the  year  1868  or  1869 — the  precise  year  being  in  doubt — Furgeson 
burglarized  his  emplo3'er's  house,  disappearing  shortly  thereafter. 
There  is  some  conflicting  testimony  regarding  the  outcome  of  the  bur- 
glary and  the  date  of  Furgeson's  departure,  there  being  some  evidence 
in  the  case  that  he  stayed  about  that  section  of  the  country  a  little  time 
thereafter,  while  there  is  other  testimonv  to  the  effect  that  he  was 
arrested  for  the  crime,  but  escaped  from  justice  while  under  arrest. 
The  fact  of  the  burglary,  however,  is  admitted  by  all  parties,  as  well 
as  the  further  fact  that  thn  burglary-  had  nmch  to  do  with  his  depar- 
ture. The  claimant  attempted  to  marr}^  Calvin  Davis  on  October  19, 
1880,  a  marriage  ceremony  evidently  taking  place,  and  she  lived  with 
him  until  his  death,  which  occurred  on  January  28,  1892.  Furgeson's 
whereabouts  were  not  definitely  known,  but  his  death  during  the  year 
1897  is  fairlv  well  shown. 

This  claim  has  been  rejected  upon  the  ground  that  claimant  was  the 
wife  of  Furgeson  at  the  date  she  attempted  to  marry  Davis,  while  the 
appeal  contends  the  marriage  of  Furgeson  and  claimant  to  be  nothing 
more  than  a  slave  marriage,  void  in  law,  and  that  the  claimant  there- 
fore had  a  legal  capacitj^  to  contract  a  marriage  with  Davis  in  1880. 

No  State,  save  North  Carolina,  so  far  as  the  Department  is  awam, 
and  exhaustive  research  has  been  had,  has  ever  refused  to  recognize 
the  principle  that  if,  after  emancipation,  the  former  slave  husband  and 
wife  continued  to  cohabit  as  husband  and  wife,  and  so  conducted 
themselves  in  the  community  in  which  they  resided  as  to  make  it 
apparent  they  we;'e  living  together  as  husband  and  wife,  the  parties 
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were  legally  huslmnd  and  wife,  if  such  facts  were  present  in  a  State 
whei"e  the  legality  of  a  common-law  marriage  wtcs  recognized;  and 
Mr.  Bishop  lays  it  down  as  a  general  proposition — 

♦  *  *  That  the  doctrine  of  our  courts  may  now  be  deemed  settled  as  alx)ve 
fietined;  namely,  that  though  during  slavery  the  slave  marriage  is  subi^tantially  void 
in  law,  if  after  emancipation  the  })artie8  continued  to  cohabit  matrimonially,  it  is 
thereby  made  good.     (Bishop  on  M.  D.  and  S.,  sec.  665  and  cases  cited.) 

The  act  of  August  7,  1882,  makes  the  lex  loci  govern  in  pension 
matters,  as  to  the  i.ssue  herein,  and  it  was  not  until  the  adoption  of 
the  constitution  on  March  30,  1870,  and  the  statutory  enactment  on. 
August  15,  1870,  that  the  State  of  Texas  saw  fit  to  define  the  domestic 
relations  of  those  persons  who  had  lived  together  as  married  persons 
while  in  a  state  of  slaver3\  The  language  of  the  statute  and  the  con-^ 
stitution  is  identical,  save  as  to  dates,  and  is  as  follows: 

All  peraons  who  at  any  time  heretofore  liave  lived  together  as  man  and  wife,  and 
lH>th  of  whom,  by  the  laws  of  bondage  were  precluded  from  the  rites  of  matrimony, 
and  shall  continue  to  live  together  until  the  death  of  one  of  the  parties,  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  having  been  legally  married,  and  the  issue  of  such  cohabitation  is  declared 
legitimate;  and  all  such  persons  as  were  living  together  in  such  relation  on  the  15th 
day  of  August,  1870,  shall  l)e  considered  as  having  been  legally  married,  and  the 
children  heretofore  or  hereafter  bom  of  such  cohabitation  are  declared  legitimate. 

Inasmuch  a«  the  separation  between  claimant  and  Furgeson  took 
place  about  one  year  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  statute  quoted,  the 
real  question  in  the  case  under  discussion  is  as  to  the  status  of  those 
persons  who  were  married  according  to  slave  customs  during  slavery^ 
and  who  continued  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife  after  emancipa- 
tion and  before  the  adoption  of  the  constitution  or  the  passage  of  the 
act  of  1870. 

In  Cumby  v.  Hendei'son  (6  Tex.  Ct.  App.,  519)  the  Texas  court  of 
appeals — a  court  of  appellate  jurisdiction,  although  not  the  highest — 
said,  in  discussing  this  question: 

In  order  that  this  case  should  fall  within  its  provisions  the  ])arties  must  either 

have  lived  together  as  husband  and  wife  until  one  of  them  died  or  must  have  been 

8<)  living  together  as  husband  and  wife  at  the  adoption  of  the  constitution.     But  as 

tliis  marriage  had  become  complete  by  their  voluntary  agreement  to  live  together  a» 

husband  and  wife,  followed  by  cohabitation,  after  their  incapacity  was  removed  by 

emancipation,  no  positive  act  of  legislation  was  needed  in  order  to  render  it  valid. 
«    •    « 

The  legislation  referred  to  undertook  to  declare  certain  marriages  valid.  Can  it 
with  any  propriety  lie  said  that  this  shows  a  purpose  to  declare  invalid  all  others 
which  have  taken  place  while  the  parties  to  yiem  were  slaves?  To  state  the  ques- 
tion is,  it  seems  to  us,  to  answer  it.  A  declaration  that  marriages  falling  within  a 
certain  class  shall  lie  valid  certainly  is  not  equivalent  to  saying  that  any  others  shal> 
be  invalid,  unless  it  can  be  said  that  the  validity  of  one  is  inconsistent  with  the 
validity  of  the  other.  Every  marriage  thus  affirmatively  rendered  valid  may  stand 
without  in  any  way  affecting  others  which  the  principles  of  law,  aside  from  such 
legislation,  would  uphold.    *    *    * 

Only  thofle  marriages  which  lasted  until  the  death  of  one  of  the  parties  or  until  the 
adoption  of  the  constitution  were  treated.    All  otliers  were  left  to  be  regulated  by 
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the  general  principles  of  laws  of  marriages  applicable  to  the  facts  of  the  particular 
cases  as  they  might  arise.    *    *    * 

It  would  not  only  be  unjust,  but  inconsistent  with  the  spirit  of  this  legislation,  to 
make  it,  in  the  effort  to  make  valid  some  marriages,  have  the  effect  to  annul  others 
which  by  the  prior  law  were  good.  Hence  we  conclude  that  the  marriage  of  the 
colored  father  and  mother  was  rendered  complete  and  valid  by  the  voluntary  con- 
tinuance of  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife  after  emancipation.  (6  Tex.  Ct.  App., 
519. ) 

In  the  case  of  Livingston  v,  Williams  (75  Tex.,  9)  the  same  issue 
was  before  the  Supreme  Court — the  court  of  highest  appellate  juris- 
diction— the  facts  being  as  follows: 

Moses  Livingston,  a  slave,  married  one  Fannie  according  to  slave 
custom,  and  lived  with  her  continuously  from  about  1850,  until  late  in 
the  year  1865,  said  period  covering  the  date  of  emancipation.  Chil- 
dren were  born  to  them;  but  during  slavery  as  well  as  after  his  mar- 
riage to  Fannie  he  cohabitated  with  one  Malinda.  Late  in  the  3'ear 
1865  he  resumed  his  intercourse  with  Malinda,  and  appears  to  have 
divided  his  time  between  the  two,  continuing  to  live  in  this  double 
state  of  matrimony  until  the  death  of  Fannie  in  1872,  after  which  he 
lived  with  Malinda  until  her  death  in  1876.  The  trial  court  found 
Fannie  to  be  the  lawful  wife,  having  been  married  according  to  the 
custom  of  slavery,  said  marriage  having  been  confirmed  by  cohabita- 
tion after  emancipation.  The  Supreme  Court  found  no  error  in  the 
ruling  of  the  trial  court  and  discussed  the  principles  involved,  taking 
into  consideration  also  the  effect  of  the  part  of  the  constitution  already 
referred  to  herein.     The  court  said: 

The  purpose  of  this  provision  evidently  was  to  give  effect  to  the  moral  obligation 
arising  from  consent  and  act  of  those  who,  while  slaves,  entered  into  the  only  mari- 
tal relation  poasible  under  their  conditions  in  all  cases  in  which  such  persons,  after 
emancipation,  continue<l  to  recognize  and  live  in  the  reflation  of  husband  ami  wife 
until  the  constitution  was  adopted.     *    *    * 

Unless  the  provisions  of  the  constitution,  on  which  it  is  claimed  the  status  of  the 
party  depends,  forbids  such  a  nilin^,  it  seems  to  us,  as  stated  by  an  elementary 
writer,  if  the  parties,  having  been  married  while  /slaves  in  the  form  usual  among 
this  class  of  persons,  lived  together  as  hiu'band  and  wife  after  their  emancipation, 
this,  their  subsequent  mutual  acknowledgment,  should  l>e  held  to  complete  the  act 
of  matrimony  so  as  to  make  them  lawfully  and  fully  married  from  the  time  at  which 
their  sulwequent  living  together  commenced.     (1  Bishop  on  M.  and  D.,  162.) 

If  this  be  the  true  rule,  then,  without  reference  to  the  constitutional  provision, 
under  the  findings  of  the  court,  the  mother  of  appellees  l)ecame  the  wife  of  Moses 
Livingston,  for  he  lived  with  her  as  huslmnd  and  wife  and  recognized  her  as  his 
wife  after  their  emancipation,  although  he  may  not  have  continued  to  do  so  until 
the  constitution  of  1809  was  adopted. 

The  effect  of  and  ])asis  of  the  rulings  of  the  appellate  courts  whose 
decisions  have  been  quoted  from  are  unmistakable.  These  couits  dis- 
tinctly hold  that,  after  emancipation,  former  slaves  were  fully  capable 
of  entering  into  a  common-law  marriage;  and  if,  after  emancipation, 
they  continued  to  live  with  their  former  slave  matrimonial  partners,  and 
all  of  the  usual  evidences  of  a  common-law  marriage  were  present. 
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that  all  of  these  facets  taken  together  were  sufficient  upon  which  to  base 
a  finding  that  a  common-law  marriage  had  been  entered  into  between 
two  colored  persons,  male  and  female,  the  same  persons  having  entered 
into  a  slave  marriage  prior  to  their  emancipation. 

Summing  up  the  facts  hereinbefore  set  forth  in  the  case  under  con- 
sideration, it  is  seen  that  claimant  and  Furgeson  did,  for  some  years 
prior  to  the  war,  and  at  emancipation,  and  for  probably  four  j^ears 
thereafter,  live  together  as  husband  and  wife,  cohabiting  a^  such. 
Four  children  were  born  to  them;  they  were  universiilly  recognized  as 
married  people;  they  held  themselves  out  as  such  in  the  comnuuiities 
in  which  thev  re^sided,  and  their  uniform  conduct  was  a  mutual 
acknowledgment  that  they  were  husband  and  wife.  Three  or  four 
j-ears  after  emancipation  Furgeson  left  the  SUite,  his  main,  and  i)roba- 
ble  only,  reason  for  so  doing  being  that  he  was  a  fugitive  from  justice. 
The  claimant  did  not  separate  from  him  under  any  assumption  or  belief 
that  he  was  not  her  husband,  neither  did  he  abandon  his  wife  and  chil- 
dren by  reason  of  any  assumption  or  belief  that  he  was  not  claimant's 
husband  and  the  legal  father  of  her  children.  He  left  her  and  his 
family  because  he  had  committed  the  crime  of  burglary. 

Under  such  an  array  of  facts  there  is  no  escape  from  the  conclusion 
that  a  common-law  marriage  existed  between  Furgeson  and  claimant. 
It  is  not  pretended  that  any  divorce  was  ever  attempted  between  the 
jmrties.  Furgeson  outlived  Davis,  the  purported  second  husband  of 
claimant,  and  there  was  no  space  of  time  during  which  Louisa  could 
have  been  the  common-law  v/ife  of  Davis. 

Following  the  doctrines  heretofore  set  forth  as  emanating  from  the 
appellate  courts  of  the  State  of  Texas,  and  basing  its  opinion  upon  the 
decisions  in  the  cases  of  Cumby  v,  Henderson  ((>  Tex.  Ct.  App.,  519) 
and  Livingston  v.  Williams  (75  Tex.,  9),  the  Department  holds: 

If  parties  having  married  according  to  custom  while  in  a  stiite  of 
senitude  continue  to  live  together  as  husband  and  wife  after  their 
emancij)ation,  it  being  apparent  that  they  continue  the  marital  tie 
after  their  legal  incapacity  to  contract  was  removed,  and  if  all  the 
usual  evidences  of  a  connnon-law  marriage  existed  after  emancipation, 
such  parties  were  legally  husband  and  wife  in  the  State  of  Texas,  and 
under  such  a  state  of  facts  the  constitution  of  1809  and  the  act  of 
August  15,  1870,  have  no  bearing. 

It  matters  not  that  no  other  party  is  contesting  this  alleged  widow's 
claim.  Pensions  are  not  granted  to  a  claimant  merely  because  no  one 
else  claims  the  pension,  but-  that  are  granted  only  when  a  claimant 
establishes  a  legal  right  to  one.  This  claimant  has  shown  by  her  own 
admission  that  she  never  was  or  could  have  been  the  lawful  wife  of 
(Calvin  Davis,  and  her  alleged  title  nuist  fall.  She  attempted  to  marr^^ 
Calvin  Davis  at  a  time  when  she  had  a  living  and  undivorced  husband, 
and  such  marriage  was  from  its  very  nature  void  a}>  initio. 

Action  affirmed. 
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UmSIOX  OF  PENSION— ACT  MARCH  «,  1890— DESERTION-PRACmCE. 

Charlotte  L.  Livengood  v.  John  A.  Livenoood. 

First.  The  adjudication  of  a  claim  under  the  third  proviso  of  the  act  of  Mart^h  3, 1899, 
as  a  claim  under  the  first  proviso  of  said  act  is  error. 

Second.  Pensioner  having  left  the  National  Soldiers*  Home  subsequent  to  the  date  on 
which  claimant  filed  her  said  first  application,  she  thereupon  filed  a  claim  based 
upon  the  first  proviso  of  said  act  of  March  3,  1899,  alleging  desertion,  which 
claim  was  rejected  by  the  Bureau  on  the  ground  that  she  had  failed  to  prove 
statutory  desertion. 

Held,  That  the  testimony  taken  on  si>ecial  examination  fairly  shows  pensioner 
resi)on8ible  for  the  separation  from  his  wife,  and  that  his  intemperate  habits  and 
abuse  of  claimant  legally  justified  her  in  refusing  to  renew  the  suspended 
marital  relations  terminated  by  his  desertion  September  15,  1901. 

Assistant  Sec7'etary  F,  L,  Campbell  to  the  Coinmissifmt^'  of  Peiimons^ 

Jan  uary  2'2,  1903. 

Charlotte  L.  Livengood  appealed  October  22, 1902,  from  the  Bureau 
action  of  May  9  and  August  30,  1901,  and  October  2,  1902,  rejecting 
her  applications  for  one-half  her  husband's  pension,  filed  February  1 
and  elune  28,  1901,  and  May  31,  1902,  under  the  act  of  March  3, 1899. 

Claunant,  after  reciting  her  various  applications  and  their  rejection, 
contends,  in  brief,  that  the  evidence  shows  that  pensioner's  desertion 
was  willful  and  without  her  fault. 

Pensioner  contends  that,  while  he  was  a  drinking  man,  he  was  a 
good  father  and  provided  for  his  famih',  that  his  separation  from 
claimant  was  not  his  fault,  but  hers;  that  he  had  made  every  effort 
possible  for  a  reconciliation,  and  offered  to  provide  for  his  said  wife,  but 
that  all  his  offers  have  been  refused  bv  claimant:  that  she  is  a  woman 
of  high  temper  and  by  her  abuse  drove  him  from  his  home. 

It  appears  from  the  papers  in  this  case  that  claimant  filed  her  first 
application  for  one-half  the  pension  of  her  husband  John  A.  Liven- 
good, late  a  private  in  Company  F,  Thirty-ninth  Ohio  Volunteer 
Infantry,  and  a  pensioner  at  $12  per  month  under  certificate  No. 
226470,  February  1,  1901,  in  which  she  alleged  that  he  was  then  a 
resident  pensioner  of  the  United  States  and  ''an  inmate  of  the  National 
Military  Home  at  Dayton."  Her  said  application,  which  is  regular  in 
form,  was  based  solely  upon  the  third  proviso  of  the  act  of  March  3, 
1899,  which  provides: 

That  if  any  such  {pensioner  is  or  shall  become  an  inmate  of  a  National  SokUers' 
Home  one-half  of  the  pension  drawn  in  his  behalf  or  to  which  he  may  become  en- 
titled during  his  residence  therein  shall  be  paid  by  the  treasurer  of  that  institution 
to  such  i)ensioner's  wife,  she  being  in  necessitous  circumstances  and  a  woman  of  good 
moral  character. 

The  evidence  shows  that  at  the  date  of  filing  her  said  first  application 
pensioner  was  an  inmate  of  the  National  Soldiers'  Home  at  Dayton, 
Ohio,  where  he  remained  until  about  July  16,  1901;  that  she  was  a 
woman  of  good  moral  character  and  in  necessitous  circumstances. 
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It  appears  from  the  face  brief  that  claimant's  said  application  of 
February  1,  1901,  was  rejected  by  Bureau  action  of  May  9,  1901,  on 
the  ground  that  ''claimant  had  not  been  deserted  for  the  period  of  six 
months  at  the  date  of  filing  claim." 

Tliis  Bureau  action  was  clearly  error.  Claimant  had  not  alleged  in 
her  said  application  that  her  husband  had  deserted  her,  and  was 
making  no  claim  for  one-half  her  husband's  pension  under  the  first 
proviso  of  said  act,  which  provides: 

» 

That  in  case  a  resident  pensioner  of  the  United  States  shall  for  a  period  of  over  six 
months  desert  his  lawful  wife,  she  being  a  woman  of  good  moral  character  and  in 
necessitous  circumstances,  *  *  *  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  hereby 
directed,  upon  being  satisfied  by  comj>etent  evi<lence  of  such  desertion,  to  cause  one- 
half  of  the  pension  due  or  to  become  due  said  pensioner  during  the  continuance  of 
siich  desertion  to  he  paid  to  the  wife. 

In  the  case  of  Medley  v.  Medley  (12  P.  D.,  490)  it  was  held  that  tlie 
question  of  desertion  "is  immaterial  under  the  second  and  third  pro- 
vi{*os  of  said  act,  as  the  wife's  right  to  one-half  her  husband's  pension 
in  lK)th  said  second  and  third  provisos  is  gmnted  to  her  in  case  her 
hus1)and  becomes  an  inmate  of  a  State  or  national  home,  she  being  a 
woman  of  good  moral  character  and  in  necessitous  circumstances,  and 
not  an  inmate  of  said  home  or  a  similar  institution." 

In  the  Medley  case  the  wife  had  based  her  application  upon  the 
second  proviso  of  said  act,  which  is  similar  to  the  third  proviso  except 
that  it  relates  to  State  instead  of  national  homes.  Mrs.  Medle3''s 
claim  had  been  rejected  by  the  Bureau  on  the  ground  that  the  "deser- 
tion complained  of  had  not  existed  for  six  months."  This  was  held  to 
be  error. 

So,  also,  the  adjudication  of  a  claim  under  the  third  proviso  of  the 
act  of  March  3,  1899,  as  a  claim  under  the  first  proviso  of  said  act,  is 
clearly  error. 

The  first  proviso  of  said  act  is  much  broader  in  its  provisions  than 
the  second  and  third  provisos,  and  grants  one-half  of  the  husband's 
pension  to  the  wife  on  the  ground  that  he  has  deserted  her  for  six 
months,  regardless  of  the  fact  whether  he  is  or  is  not  an  inmate  of  a 
State  or  national  home;  the  division  of  the  pension  to  continue  during 
the  continuance  of  said  desertion,  and  therefore  covers  cases  that 
might  arise  under  either  of  the  two  following  provisos: 

Matrimonial  desertion  is  a  fact  not  always  easily  proved,  as  ev^i- 
denced  by  the  voluminous  testimony  in  this  and  other  cases  which 
have  come  before  this  Department  on  appeal,  and  claimants  should  not 
be  required  to  allege  and  prove  desertion  when  entitled  to  one-half 
their  husband's  pensions  under  the  second  or  third  provisos  independ- 
ent of  the  fact  whether  thev  have  or  have  not  deserted  their  wives. 
On  the  other  hand,  where  desertion  is  alleged,  but  not  proved,  yet  the 
fact  is  disclosed  that  the  pensioner  is  an  inmate  of  a  State  or  national 
home,  the  wife's  claim  should  not  be  denied  merely  because  of  her 
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failure  to  prove  desertion  but  should  be  allowed  one-half  of  so  much 

of  her  husband's  pension  as  was  owing  to  him  on  and  subsequent  to 

the  date  of  filing  her  application  and  while  he  was  a  resident  in  a  State 

or  national  home,  she  being  a  woman  of  good  moral  chai*acter,  in 

necessitous  circumstances  and  not  an  inmate  of  the  same  institution  or 

some  similar  home  when  he  is  an  inmate  of  a  State  home.     See  Adams 

V.  Adams  (12  P.  D.,  370)  and  Cooper  v.  Cooper  (Ibid.,  163). 

Claimant's  said  first  application  having  been  rejected  May  9,  1901, 

■  on  the  ground  stated,  she  filed  a  second  application  June  28,  1901,  in 

which   she  again  alleges  that  her  husband  was  an  inmate  of  the 

National  Military  Home  at  Dayton,  Ohio,  and  further  alleges  that  her 

said  husband,  on  December  13,  1900 — 

left  his  home  and  shortly  thereafter  became  an  inmate  of  said  National  Home,  and 
that  since  said  December  13,  a  period  of  more  than  six  months  had  elapsed  during 
which  period  she  and  her  minor  children  had  l)een  **  wholly  deserter!  by  said  pen- 
sioner, who  has  wholly  failed  and  neglected  to  give  any  assistance,  financial  or  other- 
wise, to  his  wife  or  their  minor  children." 

This  application  was  rejected  by  Bureau  action  of  August  30,  1901, 
on  the  ground  that  '^  claimant  and  pensioner  are  living  together  as 
husband  and  wife." 

Claimant  thereupon  filed  her  third  application  for  division  of  jx^n- 
sion  Ma}^  31,  1902,  in  which  she  alleged  that  pensioner  deserted  her 
September  17, 1901,  a  period  of  more  than  six  months,  and  that  he 
was  not  an  inmate  of  a  State  or  national  home. 

This  claim  was  rejected  by  Bureau  action  of  October  2, 1902,  on  the 
ground  that  ^^  claimant  fails,  though  aided  by  special  examination,  to 
prov^e  statutor}^  desertion." 

The  special  exannnation  in  this  case  was  held  in  Angust,  1902,  both 
parties  being  present  and  also  represented  by  their  attorneys. 

The  undisputed  facts  in  this  case  are  as  follows:  The  parties  were 
married  in  1869,  and  lived  together  as  husband  and  wife  until  Decem- 
ber, 1900,  in  and  near  Batavia,  Clermont  County,  Ohio,  rearing  a  fam- 
ily of  10  children,  three  of  whom  are  minors,  that  in  December,  1900, 
pensioner  left  claimant  and  his  family  and  went  to  the  Soldiers'  Home 
at  Dayton,  Ohio,  where  he  remained  until  July,  1901,  when  he 
returned  to  his  family,  where  he  remained  until  September  15,  1901, 
when  he  again  left  claimant  and  his  home  and  family  and  has  not  since 
resided  oi  cohabited  with  claimant.  The  evidence  further  shows,  and 
it  18  admitted  by  pensioner,  that  claimant  is  a  hard  working  woman  of 
good  moral  character  and  in  necessitous  circumstances. 

In  reference  to  his  first  leaving  his  wife  in  December,  1900,  pen- 
sioner testified  as  follow'^. 

The  reason  why  I  left  the  first  time  was  because  things  were  not  pleai»ant  for  me 
at  home  and  we  had  some  "  i«pat3,  '  and  there  weie  things  said  to  me  that  were  very 
unpleasant.  I  drunk  some,  and  when  I  would  ^o  home  after  having  been  drinking 
I  would  l)e  picked  upon  and  quarrele<l  with,  so  I  decided  to  goto  the  Home,  and 
did  so,  and  remained  there  six  months. 
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In  reference  to  his  last  separation  from  his  wife  in  September,  IDOl, 
peni>ioner  further  testified  as  follows: 

The  dav  I  left  mv  wife  I  had  been  to  town — Batavia — and  took  home  a  sat^k  of 
middlings  for  hog  feed.  I  had  a  big  coffee  sack  full  of  the  middlings  and  it  weighed 
about  200  pounds.  I  met  Henry  Walking,  a  nephew  of  ray  wife,  in  town  and  I  riKie 
out  to  my  place  in  his  buggy.  When  I  arrived  home,  I  took  some  of  the  middlings 
out  of  the  sack  and  threw  them  into  the  trough  for  the  hog^.  I  was  leaning  over 
the  fence  of  the  pen  scattering  the  middlings  in  the  trough,  when  my  wife  ran  out 
an<l  gave  me  a  violent  push  and  nearly  shoved  me  over  into  the  pen.  She  then 
picked  up  a  bean  pole  which  was  near  by  and  said:  "Dern  you,  I  will  knock  your 
old  head  off  with  this  l>ean  pole.  I  don*t  want  you  here,  and  none  of  the  rest  of  us 
want  you  here."     «    ♦    * 

I  then  went  into  the  house  and  gathered  up  part  of  my  clothes  and  went  over  to 
Mrs.  Brown's  and  remaine<l  there  all  that  winter,  and  until  the  first  day  of  this  last 
March,  when  I  came  to  this  village,  and  part  of  the  time  I  have  lived  with  my  mar- 
ried daughter,  Blanche  Emler.  and  part  of  the  time  I  have  lived  by  myself.     *    *    * 

Pensioner  further  testified  as  to  his  intemperate  habits  and  conduct 
with  his  wife  as  follows: 

I  have  been  a  drinking  man  all  my  life.  Yes,  I  have  l)een  in  the  habit  of  getting 
under  the  influence  of  liquor  at  times  once  a  week  and  again  not  for  two  or  three 
weeks.  No,  sir;  I  would  not  be  on  any  protracted  spree.  I  usually  would  indulge 
on  Saturday,  but  would  be  all  right  on  Monday  morning  and  ready  for  work.  I 
never  was  arretted  for  drunkenness.  I  have  drank  in  this  way  all  of  my  married 
life.  No,  sir;  I  never  struck  my  wife  to  my  knowledge  in  my  life,  nor  ever  threat- 
ene<l  her  in  any  way  at  any  time.  If  I  ever  did  so  I  never  knew  it.  Yes,  sir;  1  was 
under  the  influence  of  liquor  the  day  I  left  my  wife,  but  I  was  not  so  much  so  but 
that  I  Knew  where  I  was  at  and  what  I  wsa*  doing.  No,  sir;  I  did  not  cu!*se  her  or 
abuse  her  to  my  recolloctiim  that  day.  No,  not  when  she  j)ickt*d  up  the  bean  pole 
and  threatenetl  me.  No,  sir;  1  never  made  a  practice  t<»  curse  or  abuse  my  wife  at 
anytime.  We  have  had  '* spats"  at  different  times,  that  I  may  have  said  thin-^s  to 
her  I  ought  not  to  have  said,  and  if  so  it  was  during  some  (juarrel  or  heat  oi  pas  ion. 
No,  sir;  1  never  struck  at  mv  wife  the  day  I  left  home  and  misse<l  her  ami  struck 
my  daughter  Hattie.  My  recollection  is  that  Ifattie  and  Campl)ell  were  at  scliool. 
I  <lo  not  recall  there  l)eing  any  j)erson  present  during  this  quarrel  l)etween  myself 
and  wife  except  Henry  Watkins. 

After  the  fus»  and  while  1  was  yet  at  the  house  a  man  nameil  Ferguson  ami  his 
wife  drove  up  to  the  house  and  Ferguson  came  and  commenceil  talkmg  to  me  and  I 
told  him  to  go  along  and  attend  to  his  own  family.     *    ♦    * 

I  never  have  been  in  the  habit  of  spending  ujy  pension  money  or  earnings  for 
liquor.  When  I  wanted  liquor  I  would  usually  get  a  pint  of  whisky  costing  50  cents, 
and  which  if  I  drank  it  all  quickly  would  make  me  wild  for  a  week.  No,  sir;  I 
would  not  average  50  cents  a  week  for  liquor.  *  *  *  Yes,  sir;  I  admit  that  my 
wife  has  always  been  a  hard-working  woman,  and  we  always  worked  toirether  satis- 
factorily. Yes,  sir,  1  believe  we  would  have  been  living  together  to-day  and  would 
not  have  had  anv  fuss  the  dav  I  left  if  she  had  staved  in  the  house  and  not  coiiie  out 
where  1  was  fee<ling  the  hogs.     *    *    * 

He  further  testified  to  his  provision  for  his  family,  and  his  efforts 
to  secure  a  reconciliation  with  his  wife,  and  her  refusal  to  live  with 
him. 

Claimant  testified  in  relation  to  pensioner's  desertion  as  follows: 

The  day  my  hu8l)an<l  went  away  he  came  home  drunk;  was  so  drunk  that  he  was 
broagbt  home  in  a  buggy  by  Henry  Watkins,  who  live<l  l)eyond  our  place.     My 
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husband  had  a  pack^c  of  rye,  which  he  threw  into  the  hogpen,  and  a  hog  that 
belonged  to  one  of  my  boys  was  choking  on  the  stuff,  and  I  was  canning  tomatoes  at 
the  time,  and  ran  out  with  a  pan  of  tomatoes  and  threw  them  in  on  the  rye  to  dampen 
it  so  the  hog  would  not  choke  to  death,  and  told  my  husband  not  to  do  that  again. 
He  said  with  an  oath  that  it  was  none  of  my  business,  he  would  do  as  he  pleased, 
and  threatened  to  strike  me,  and  I  picked  up  a  small  stick  that  had  been  used  for  a 
bean  pole  and  told  him  if  he  did  I  would  hit  him  with  the  stick,  and  I  pushed  him 
awav.  No,  I  did  not  strike  him  or  threaten  him  anv  more  than  as  stated.  He  then 
said  he  was  going  to  the  Home  (Soldier's  Home),  and  said  for  me  to  go  and  pack 
his  clothes,  and  I  refused  to  do  so,  and  he  went  in  the  house  and  went  to  packing 
his  clothes  in  a  telescope.  Yes,  Mr.  Watkins  was  a  witness  of  the  same  in  the  barn- 
yard, and  then  he  went  on. 

While  ray  husband  was  in  the  house  packing  his  clothing  he  was  using  abusive 
and  pn)fane  language  and  started  to  strike  n^e,  and  my  daughter  Hattie  stepped 
between  us,  and  she  received  the  blow  intended  for  me,  which  stnick  her  on  the 
shoulder  and  knocke<i  her  l)ack  against  the  door. 

He  threatened  to  kill  me,  and  I  sent  one  of  my  children  to  rail  the  neighbors,  but 
my  husband  left  and  I  called  the  child  ba^^k.  Two  of  my  children,  Hattie  and 
Campbell,  had  just  returned  from  school,  and  were  witnesses  of  the  whole  trouble. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Charles  Ferguson  stopped  at  our  house  while  my  husband  was  pack- 
ing his  clothing,  and  heard  him  cursing  and  abusing  me,  and  they  soon  left.  No; 
they  were  not  present  when  my  husband  tried  to  strike  me  and  threatened  to  kill 
me.  After  leaving  me  my  husloand  remained  at  Mrs.  Brown's  for  a  time,  and  for  a 
while  kept  house  for  himself  in  a  room  here  in  Batavia,  and  now  is  living  with  my 
married  daughter,  Blanche  Enn'er. 

My  husband  has  been  a  drinking  man  ever  since  our  marriage,  but  never  was  so 
bad  or  abusive  until  the  past  ten  years  or  so,  since  which  time  he  has  got  drunk 
alx)ut  every  time  he  had  any  money,  and  has  l)eat  me  many  times  while  in  a  drunken 
condition.  No;  he  has  not  beaten  me  for  several  years  past,  as  my  sons  had  grown 
up  and  would  not  let  him  do  so. 

No,  sir;  my  husband  has  not  provide<i  anything  for  me  or  contributed  in  any  way 
to  my  support  since  he  left  me  this  last  time.  No,  sir;  I  never  threatened  to  kill 
him.     No;  none  of  my  children  ever  threatened  to  kill  him  or  to  shoot  him. 

No;  he  did  not  leave  me  provided  for  when  he  went  away  this  last  time.  No;  he 
did  not  leave  any  provisions  or  vegetables  for  the  winter's  use.  No;  he  left  no  per- 
sonal property  but  his  watch,  which  he  afterwanls  came  and  got  it  himself.  No,  sir; 
I  never  told  him  I  (iid  not  want  him  around.  No;  I  never  knew  anv  of  mv  children 
to  tell  him  so.  No,  sir;  he  has  made  no  efforts  at  re<;onciliation  or  asked  to  come 
back  a  id  live  with  me  since  leaving  me  this  last  time.  Yes;  he  sent  a  colored  man 
named  Roach  to  me  to  tell  me  that  he  wanted  to  come  back  and  do  l)etter.  Thia 
was  along  during  last  winter.  1  told  the  colored  man  no;  that  I  could  not  stand  his 
drunkenness  and  abuse,  and  I  was  getting  too  old  to  work  and  support  him  and  to 
be  abused  by  him,  and  that  it  would  be  the  same  old  trouble.     *    *    ♦ 

Henry  W.  Watkins,  aged  39  years,  a  farmer,  testified  before  the 
special  examiner  August  7,  1902,  as  follows: 

I  was  present  at  the  home  of  this  pensioner  the  day  he  left  home,  which  as  I 
recall  was  the  17th  of  Septeml^er  last.  I  met  him  at  Batavia,  Ohio,  and  I  brought 
him  home  in  my  buggy  along  about  the  middle  of  the  afternoon.  He  was  drunk 
when  I  brought  him  home.  He  was  able  to  walk,  but  was  much  under  the  influ- 
ence of  liquor.  He  had  a  pint  of  whisky  and  a  sack  of  hog  feed.  When  we  arrived 
at  the  house  of  pensioner,  I  drove  into  the  barnyard  and  helped  carry  the  sack  of 
feed  (middlings)  in  the  crib,  and  Livengood  aske<l  me  to  show  him  liow  much  to 
feed  the  hogs.     There  were  four  of  them  in  the  {)en.     I  put  in  a  bucket  about  what 
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I  thought  was  enough  for  a  tee<i,  and  Livengood  took  it  and  put  it  in  the  trough  in 
the  pen.  The  pen  and  trough  was  very  dirty,  and  I  said  to  him  that  it  ought  to 
be  cleaned  out  first,  and  then  Aunt  Charlotte  came  out  from  the  house  and  said, 
'*John,  don't  feed  the  hogs  that  way  in  that  filthy  trough;"  and  she  brought  out 
a  broom,  and  John  (pensioner)  took  a  bucket  and  went  down  to  the  creek  for 
water  and  fell  in  while  there  and  got  wet  to  his  waist. 

When  Aunt  Charlotte  first  i^me  out  of  the  house  and  spoke  to  John,  he  said  to 
her,  ** By  God,  I  am  doing  this,  and  you  go  back  to  the  house,'*  I  do  not  recall 
that  she  then  answered  back.  I  stayed  until  the  hogs  were  fed  with  middlings  and 
IK)tato  or  tomato  peelings  which  Aunt  Charlotte  brought  out  from  the  house;  and 
then  John  said  to  Aunt  Charlotte,  in  substance,  that  he  did  not  want  her  to  inter- 
fere with  him  in  his  work,  and  if  she  did  he  would  slap  her,  and  use<l  oaths  in  his 
talk.  Aunt  Charlotte  then  said  to  him  that  if  he  dared  to  strike  her  as  he  had  done 
before,  she  would  strike  him  with  a  stick  she  had  in  her  hand.  It  was  a  stick  which 
had  been  used  as  a  bean  stick.  It  was  about  three  or  four  feet  long  and  about  as 
thick  as  my  thumb.  John  then  said,  in  substance,  that  if  he  could  not  do  things  as 
he  wanted,  he  would  go  where  he  could  do  as  he  pleased.  Aunt  Charlotte  then  said, 
"You  can  go  w^here  you  please."  I  then  left  and  went  home  and  did  not  see  any 
more  of  either  that  day.  No,  sir;  Mrs.  Livengood  did  not  strike  him  with  the  stick. 
No,  sir;  he  did  not  strike  her  while  I  was  present.  While  they  were  quarreling 
Mrs.  Livengoo<l  put  her  hand  against  his  breast  and  pushed  him  against  the  fence. 
She  did  this,  I  suppose,  l>ecause  he  was  acting  as  if  he  might  take  hold  of  her.  No, 
sir;  Mrs.  Livengood  did  not  use  any  rough  language  toward  John.  No,  she  did  not 
.seem  to  be  in  a  rage  or  very  angry  when  she  came  out  of  the  house.  No,  sir;  I  did 
not  hear  Aunt  Charlotte  say  they  did  not  need  him  and  could  get  along  without 
him. 

Ever  since  I  have  known  pensioner  he  has  Ijeen  a  drinking  man,  and  I  have 
observed  alx)ut  the  time  he  would  draw  his  pension  he  would  get  on  a  spree,  lasting 
sometimes  two  or  three  days  at  a  time,  and  have  known  him  on  different  occasions 
to  ])e  under  the  influence  of  liquor  for  a  week  before  he  would  straighten  up.  He  was 
a  fair  hand  when  he  would  be  at  work.  Yes,  sir;  Mr.  Livengood  is  a  man  of  quar- 
relsome disposition  when  drinking.  When  sober,  he  is  a  good-natured  and  good- 
heartetl  man.  I  have  been  with  him  when  he  was  drinking  and  would  see  him 
spending  his  money  freely;  and  from  oljservation  I  believe  he  has  been  in  the  habit 
of  spending  a  good  portion  of  his  money  for  liquor  that  should  have  gone  to  his 
familv. 

I  have  been  at  their  house  when  he  was  drunk  and  would  talk  abusive  and  pro- 
fane to  his  wife  on  two  or  three  occasions  l)ef()re  the  day  in  Septeml)er  last.  No,  I 
never  sawhim  strike  his  wife,  though  I  have  heard  Aunt  Charlotte  say  he  had  struck 
her  at  different  times. 

I  never  considered  Aunt  Charlotte  high-temperetl  or  quarrelsome,  or  one  who 
would  pick  a  fuse  or  quarrel  without  good  cause.  I  believe  she  is  like  anyone  else — 
when  imposeil  ui)on  will  take  her  part. 

No,  sir;  I  never  heard  Mrs.  Livengoo<i  or  any  of  the  boys  say  or  intimate  that 
they  would  not  let  pensioner  come  back  home — that  they  did  not  need  him. 

I  have  no  prejudice  against  this  pensioner,  and  have  only  the  kindest  feelings 
toward  both  of  them. 

Charles  P.  Ferguson,  aged  55  years,  an  insurance  agent,  testified 
that: 

Sometime  about  September  last  I  was  out  driving  with  my  wife,  and  in  passing 
the  residence  of  this  pensioner  on  the  Brown  farm,  near  this  village*,  I  saw  Mrs.  Liv- 
engood in  the  yard  and  stoppe<l  to  make  a  short  call  and  found  Mrs.  Li vengo(xl  seem- 
ingly much  di8tres8e<I,  and  she  then  told  me  that  John,  her  husband,  was  going  to 
leave  her,  and  that  he  was  in  the  back  of  the  house  packing  his  clothes.     I  went  in 
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to  where  he  was,  and  he  was  then  bo  drunk  he  could  hardly  stand  up,  and  cursing  and 
swearing  at  his  wife.  Jlis  clothes  were  strown  over  the  floor  in  confusion,  I  tried 
to  talk  with  him  and  persuade  him  to  stay  with  his  wife,  but  he  would  not  listen  to 
me,  80  I  left  him  and  drove  away. 

Other  witnesses  corrobomte  claimant's  testimonv  as  to  what  occurred 
at  the  time  pensioner  last  left  her. 

While  much  stress  is  placed  upon  the  fact  that  claimant  is  a  woman 
of  high  temper;  that  pensioner's  habits  are  no  w^orse  than  when  she 
married  him,  and  that  she  has  refused  to  accept  her  husband's  offers 
to  return  and  do  better;  it  is,  however,  a  noticeable  fact,  that  the  evi- 
dence shows  that  in  every  instance  in  which  a  quarrel  has  occurred 
between  these  parties,  his  intemperate  condition  has  been  the  cause  of 
the  quarrel. 

After  a  careful  consideration  of  all  the  evidence  in  the  case  the 
Department  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  testimony  taken  before  the 
special  examiner  fairly  shows  that  pensioner  is  responsible  for  the  sep- 
aration from  his  wife  and  that  his  intemperate  habits  and  abuse  of 
claimant  legally  justified  her  in  refusing  to  renew  the  suspended  mari- 
tal relation,  which  was  terminated  b}'  pensioners  desertion  ?e  )temhcr 
15,  ltK)l. 

The  law  applicable  to  the  facts  in  this  case  entitles  chiimt  nt  to  one- 
half  the  pension  owing  to  pensioner  on  February  1, 1001 — the  date  on 
which  she  filed  her  said  first  application  and  accruing  to  him  during 
the  period  that  he  was  an  inmate  of  the  National  Home — under  the 
third  proviso  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1899.  She  is  also  entitled  to  one- 
half  his  pension  owing  to  him  on  May  31,  1902,  the  date  on  which  she 
filed  her  last  application,  and  accruing  subsequent  to  that  time,  under 
the  first  proviso  of  said  act. 

The  Bureau  actions  appealed  from  are  according^  reversed,  and  the 
papers  in  the  case  are  herewith  returned  for  a  readjudicatioii  of  the 
claim  in  accordance  with  this  decision. 


MAUK1AGE-SL.A YES— LAWS  OF  TEXNES8EK-ACT  AUGUST   7,  188«. 

Nathan  Yerwood  (Father). 

Under  the  Liws  of  the  State  of  Tenne«3ee  a  slave  marriajre  was  legal  and  valid  and 
the  issue  thereof  legitimate.     (3  Ileisk.,  666;  91  Tenn.,  97.) 

As8ist<(nt  Stcrdanj  F,  Z.  CamphM  to  the  Commissi  oner  of  Pensions^ 

Jan  miry  21^^  1903. 

This  appellant,  Nathan  Yerwood,  on  February  28,  1891,  filed  a 
claim,  No.  503338,  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
June  27,  18JiO,  as  father  of  Monroe  Kagan,  who  was  a  member  of 
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Company  C,  First  U.  S.  Colored  Heavy  Artillery,  from  February  18, 
1864,  to  March  31,  1866,  and  who  died  in  May  or  June  next  after  his 
discharge. 

Said  claim  was  rejected  in  Juno,  1898,  on  the  ground  that — 

Slaves  were  incompetent  to  contract  a  valid  marriage.  The  offspring  of  a  slave 
marriage  is,  therefore,  illegitimate,  antl  the  father  of  such  offspring  has  no  title  to 
pension  as  a  dependent  father.  (See  decision  of  the  honorable  Secretary  in  the 
claim  of  father  of  Eli  Campbell,  Ck)mpany  K,  Fifth  U.  S.  Colored  Heavy  Artillery, 
No,  467120.) 

In  this  appeal  it  is  contended  that  the  claimant  has  title  under  sec- 
tions 4704  and  4705  of  the  Revised  Statutes  and  the  act  of  August  7, 
1882;  that  the  lex  loci  should  govern,  and  that  the  Tennessee  act  of 
1865  recognizes  the  legitimacj^  of  children  born  of  slave  marriages. 

Neither  section  4704  nor  section  4705  of  the  Revised  Statutes  has 
an^'  application  to  this  claim,  each  of  these  sections  being  held  by  the 
Department  to  apply  only  in  claims  by  the  widows  or  the  children  of 
soldiers,  and  not  in  claims  by  the  latter's  parents.  (Daniel  Bird,  10 
P.  D.,  105.)  This  claim  is  governed,  therefore,  as  to  proof  of  mar- 
riage M'  the  act  of  August  7,  1882,  providing  that — 

IMarriages,  except  such  as  are  mentioned  in  section  4706  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
shall  l)e  i)roven  in  pension  claims  to  \)e  legal  marriages  according  to  the  law  of  the 
place  where  the  parties  resided  at  the  time  of  marriage  or  at  the  time  when  the  right 
to  pension  accrued. 

The  parties  in  this  case  were  residents  of  the  State  of  Tennessee, 
and  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Eli  Campbell  (cited  in  the  rejection  of 
this  claim),  which  was  a  case  wherein  the  parties  were  residents  of  the 
State  of  Mississippi,  is  not,  therefore,  authority  in  this  claim  and  has 
no  application  to  it.  The  laws  of  the  State  of  Tennessee  alone  govern, 
and  alone  determine  whether  this  claimant  has  status  as  the  soldier's 
father. 

There  appears  to  be  no  question  herein  as  to  the  fact  that  the  soldier 
was  the  issue  of  a  slave  marriage,  contracted  in  1844  b}'  ceremon}-, 
and  with  their  master's  consent,  between  this  claimant  and  Elizabeth 
Ragan,  with  whom  the  claimant  lived  until  her  death  in  1857,  the  sol- 
dier being  born  in  1846;  and  the  claimant  w^as  allowed,  in  June,  1871, 
and  June,  18S5,  the  soldier's  arrears  of  paj^  and  bounty,  upon  evidence 
as  to  his  paternity,  a  cop3'  of  which  evidence  is  on  file  in  this  claim. 

The  courts  of  Tennessee  have  held  that  slave  marriages  were  legal 
and  their  issue  legitimate,  although  during  slavery  all  the  civil  conse- 
quences of  marriage  did  not  attach  to  such  marriages. 

In  the  well-considered  case  of  Andrews  v.  Page  (3  Heisk.,  ijC}6),  de- 
cided in  1871,  the  court  stated: 

That  a  marriage  between  slaves,  with  the  consent  of  their  owners,  whether  con- 
tracted in  common-law  form  or  celebrated  under  the  statute,  always  was  a  valid  mar- 
riage in  this  State,  and  that  tho  issue  of  such  marriages  were  not  illegitimate. 
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And  the  court  held  that  the  act  of  May  26,  1866,  of  the  legislature 
of  that  State,  providing  that — 

All  free  persons  of  color  who  were  living  together  as  husl>and  and  wife  in  this 
State  while  in  a  state  of  slavery  are  hereby  lieolared  to  l>e  man  and  wife,  and  their 
children  legitimately  entitle<l  to  an  inheritance  in  any  property  heretofore  acquired 
or  that  may  hereafter  be  acquired  by  said  parents    *    *    * 

was  retroactive,  giving  full  civil  effect  (except,  possibly,  where  inter- 
fering with  vested  rights)  to  the  marriage  from  its  inception  and  to 
the  birth  of  the  children  from  date  of  birth. 

The  facts  in  that  case  were  quite  similar  to  those  in  this  claimant's. 
Page,  a  free  colored  man,  having  cohabited  with  a  slave  woman  whom 
he  purchased  in  1857  to  his  death  in  1864,  several  children  being  born 
of  such  cohabitation,  and  she  and  said  children  not  becoming  free  until 
the  general  emancipation;  and  the  court  held  specificall}'  that  ''  her 
rights  as  a  free  woman  relate  back  to  the  date  of  her  purchase,'"  and 
that  'Hhe  issue  born  of  that  marriage  were  born  in  lawful  wedlock." 

Also,  in  the  c^se  of  Brown  v.  Cheatham  (91  Tenn.,  97),  decided  in 
1892,  the  court  again  held  that — 

Whenever  such  consent  (of  owners)  is  shown,  either  by  direct  evidence  or  by  facts 
circumstantially  establishing  such  consent,  the  marriage  of  slaves  is  a  valid  and 
legal  jnarriage  and  the  issue  legitimate — 

and  the  act  of  May  26,  1866,  they  saj,  merely  i-atilied  a  marriage 
"  already  lawful  and  legitimate  under  the  law  as  it  stood." 

This  claimant's  marriage  to  the  soldier's  mother  must,  therefore,  be 
considered  as  of  full  civil  effect  from  its  date,  and  as  carrying  with  it 
all  civil  consequences  of  the  marriage  relation.  The  soldier  was, 
accordingly,  born  "in  lawful  wedlock,"  as  held  in  the  case  of  Andrews 
V.  Page,  and  was  legitimate;  and  the  claimant  is  entitled  to  whatever 
benefit  may  attach  to  that  relation,  for  if  the  relation  be  legitimate  in 
the  descending  line  it  necessarily  must  be  also  in  the  ascending  line. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  reversed,  and  you  will  readjudicate  the 
claim  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing. 


DIVISIOXOF  PEXSION— ACT  OF  MARCH  .3,  1800-DESERTION— EVIDENCE. 

Martha  J.  Haines  v.  John  Haines. 

Pensioner's  contention  that  he  did  not  desert  claimant,  but  that  she  was  responsible 
for  the  separation,  is  not  sustained  by  the  evideniv,  she  being  legally  justified  in 
her  refusal  to  renew  the  marital  relations  suspended  by  her  husband's  convic- 
tion of  adultery. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  Z.  Campbdl  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

January  ^4?  l^OS, 

John  Haines,  a  pensioner  under  certificate  No.  802740,  appealed 
December  10,  1902,  from  the  Bureau  action  of  November  7,  1902, 
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allowing  the  claim  of  his  wife,  Martha  J.  Haines,  for  one-half  his 
pension,  filed  July  5,  1902,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  deseited  her, 
she  being  a  woman  of  good  moml  character. 

Pensioner  contends  that  he  did  not  desert  claimant,  but  that  she 
refused  to  live  with  him  and  is  responsible  for  the  sepamtion. 

Claimant  denies  that  she  wa«  responsible  for  the  separation  or  that 
she  has  refused  to  live  with  pensioner,  and  that  the  evidence  estab- 
lishes her  title  to  one-half  of  her  husband's  pension. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  shows  that  claimant  and  pensioner  were 
married  in  1858,  and  that  pensioner  was  convicted  of  adulter}-  Novem- 
ber 28,  1873,  in  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  of  Adams  County,  Pa. 

Claimant's  alleged  refusal  to  live  with  pensioner  after  his  said  con- 
viction is  relied  upon  by  pensioner  to  show  that  she,  by  her  said 
refusal  to  live  with  him,  became  the  deserter. 

It  becomes  unnecessary  to  discuss  the  conflicting  testimonj''  on  the 
subject  of  claimant's  alleged  refusal  to  live  with  pensioner  subsequent 
to  his  conviction  and  imprisonment  on  the  charge  of  adultery,  for, 
even  assuming  that  she  so  refused,  it  would  not  constitute  her  the 
deserter,  for  the  reason  that  she  would  have  been  legally  justified  in 
refusing  to  renew  the  suspended  marital  relations.  See  Scott  v.  Scott 
(12  P.  D.,  411-412). 

Pensioner  admits  that,  having  failed  in  effecting  a  reconciliation 
with  his  wife  after  his  release  from  imprisonment  in  1875,  he  left  her, 
and  has  not  since  seen  or  heard  from  her  until  he  received  notice  of 
her  application  for  oncrhalf  his  pension. 

Pensioner's  contention  that  he  did  not  desert  claimant,  but  that  she 
was  responsible  for  the  separation,  is  not  sustained  by  the  evidence, 
she  being  legally  justified  in  her  refusal  to  renew  the  marital  relations 
suspended  by  her  husband's  conviction  of  adulterv. 
.The  action  appealed  from  is  accordingly  aflSrmed. 


DIVISION  OF  PENSION-ACrr  MARCH  a,  ISOO—DESEirnOX. 

Clifford  H.  Buzick  v.  James  S.  Buzick. 

Where  a  divon*e  is  granted  the  hueband  for  the  fault  of  the  wife  and  j*he  voluntarily 
aseuDiee  the  exclusive  custody  and  control  of  their  minor  child,  the  failure  of  the 
father  to  contribute  to  the  support  of  the  child  while  deprived  of  its  custody  does 
not  constitute  desertion  of  such  child  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  March 
3,  1S99. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  L.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pemi/ms^ 

January  26\  190S. 

Mrs.  Izora  L.  Buzick,  as  the  next  friend  of  Clifford  H.  Buzick, 
minor  child  of  James  S.  Buzick,  a  pensioner  under  certificate  No. 


144  DECISIONS   RELATING    TO   PENSIONS. 

96186,  appealed  December  2, 1902,  from  the  Bureau  action  of  October 
17,  1902,  rejecting  the  claim  on  behalf  of  said  minor  for  one-half  of 
his  father's  pension,  filed  November  19,  1901,  on  the  ground  that 
claimant  had  withdrawn  the  minor  child  from  the  care  of  the  pen- 
sioner without  his  consent,  and  persists  in  keeping  the  child  away 
from  him;  that  statutory  desertion  of  the  child  by  the  pensioner  was 
therefore  not  established,  the  separation  of  the  father  and  his  child 
being  due  to  the  mothei'\s  own  voluntary  act. 

Clnimant  contends,  in  brief,  that  pensioner,  by  reason  of  his  drunken 
and  dissolute  habits  and  failure  to  provide  suitable  support  for  her 
and  this  child,  is  responsible  for  their  separation  about  March,  18V)G, 
at  which  time  the  child  was  but  about  five  months  of  age;  that  she  has 
ever  since  had  the  care  and  custod}^  of  the  child,  and  that  pensioner 
has  not  contributed  or  offered  to  contribute  to  the  support  of  said 
child,  nor  has  he  asked  her  for  the  custody  of  said  child;  and  that  i>en- 
sioner  is  an  unfit  person  to  have  the  custody  of  the  child.  She  also 
contends  that  she  did  not  defend  the  suit  for  divorce,  for  lack  of  means 
to  employ  an  attorne}^  and  seeks  to  retry  the  case  in  this  proceeding. 
Pensioner  contends  that  claimant  deserted  him  in  March,  1S96,  taking 
their  child  with  her;  that  he  has  not  contributed  to  the  support  of  the 
child  for  the  reason  that  she  had  refused  to  permit  him  to  see  the  child, 
and  had  declared  that  if  she  could  prevent  it  the  child  should  never 
know  its  father;  that  he  was  gmnted  a  divorce  from  claimant  in  1901, 
on  the  ground  of  willful  desertion  for  three  years  last  past,  and  denies 
that  he  is  responsible  for  the  sepamtion  or  that  he  has  deserted  his 
said  child. 

(/laimantand  pensioner  were  married  March  6, 1895,  and  their  child, 
Clifi'ord  H,,  was  born  November  19, 1895.  They  were  divorced  Octo- 
ber 21,  1901,  on  an  application  of  pensioner,  on  the  ground  that  claim- 
ant herein  "in  disregard  of  her  marital  duties  has  for  more  than  three 
years  last  past  been  willfully  absent  from  the  plaintiff ''  (the  pensioner) 
''as  alleged  in  said  petition,  and  that  plaintiff  is  therefore  entitled  to  a 
divorce  as  pniyed  for  in  said  petition." 

While  the  decree  of  divorce  makes  no  disposition  of  the  child,  j'et 
it  was  upon  an  understanding  with  claimant  that  she  was  to  remain 
the  custodian. 

In  a  communication  to  her  husband's  attorneys  in  the  divorce  pro- 
ceeding, dated  September  24,  1901,  she  stated  as  follows: 

In  answer  to  your  letter  of  September  21,  1901,  in  which  you  inform  me  that  my 
husband,  James  S.  Buzick,  does  not  ask  for  the  custoily  of  our  child  in  his  action 
for  divorce  from  me,  I  wish  to  say  that,  relying  on  your  assurance  that  the  custody 
of  our  child  is  to  be  left  with  me  and  not  interfere<l  with,  I  will  not  appear  nor  make 
anv  resistance,  as  I  want  the  divorce  and  the  cust(xiv  of  mv  child. 

Under  the  foregoing  facts,  can  pensioner  })e  held  to  have  deserted 
his  said  child  for  more  than  six  months  since  March  3,  1899,  within 
the  intent  of  the  act  of  that  date,  because  he  has  not  in  anv  manner 
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contributed  to  the  support  of  the  child?     The  Department  is  clearly 

of  the  opinion  that  he  can  not,  and  for  the  following  reasons: 

The  supreme  court  of  Ohio  held  in  the  case  Fulton  v,  Fulton  (52 

Ohio  St,  229),  where  a  divorce  is  granted  for  the  fault  of  the  wife 

and  she  voluntarily  assumes  the  custody  and  support  of  the  children, 

she  can  not  recover  from  the  husband;  that — 

If  onder  these  circumstances,  where  her  own  misconduct  has  destroyed  the  family 
relations  and  deprived  the  father  of  the  custody  and  society  of  his  children,  she  has, 
in  fact,  maintained  her  children  she  has  no  claim,  legal  or  moral,  to  demand  reim- 
barsement  from  the  father. 

In  the  case  of  Fitler  v.  Fitler  (33  Pa.  St.,  50),  it  was  held  that— 

A  mother  who  has  deserted  her  husband,  retaining  her  child  in  her  own  control, 
can  not,  after  a  divorce  obtained  by  the  husband  on  the  ground  of  such  desertion, 
maintain  an  action  against  him  for  the  support  and  maintenance  of  the  child. 

Such  in  effect  was  the  holding  of  the  supreme  court  of  Michigan  in 
Johnson  v.  Ousted  (74  Mich.,  437). 

The  pensioner  being  legally  justified  in  his  refusal  to  contribute  to 
the  support  of  the  child  while  in  the  custody  of  the  wife,  he  can  not 
\)e  said  to  have  deserted  or  abandoned  the  child  within  the  intent  or 
terms  of  said  act. 

To  desert  or  abandon  is  to  forsake;  to  leave  without  the  intention 
to  return  to;  to  renounce  all  care  and  protection  of.  (Shannon  v.  Peo- 
ple, 5  Mich.,  89.)  The  words  desert  and  abandon  convey  the  same 
idea  and  are  synonymous.  (See  "Abandonment  of  children,"  1  Am. 
and  Eng.  Ency.,  2d  ed.,  note  1,  pp.  2  and  3.) 

To  desert  or  abandon  implies  a  failure  to  perform,  or  a  violation  of, 
a  legal  duty.  For  reasons  already  stated,  the  pensioner  has  violated 
or  failed  to  perform  no  legal  duty  in  his  failure  and  refusal  to  care  for 
his  said  child  while  deprived  of  its  custody.  According  to  claimant's 
own  admission,  his  refusal  to  support  the  child  was  limited  to  the 
then  existing  conditions  and  circumstances. 

Claimant  testified  September  8,  1902,  as  follows: 

I  wrote  him  first  about  four  years  ago  asking  him  to  help  supiK)rt  the  child,  and  he 
replied  that  he  expected  to  help  support  the  child  when  the  proi>er  time  comes,  but 
I  do  not  know  what  he  means  by  that  expression. 

Pensioner  testified  that — 

Before  I  obtained  the  divorce  from  her  she  wrote  me  something  al)out  contributing 
to  the  support  of  the  child,  and  I  wrote  her  that  I  would  not  supjwrt  the  fanulies  in 
two  different  places. 

Claimant,  while  not  questioning  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  granting 
the  decree,  and  which  court  found,  as  a  fa<*t,  she  was  the  party  in  fault, 
that  she  had  willfully  deserted  her  said  husband  for  more  than  three 
years  prior  to  October  21,  1901,  contends  that  she  has  the  right  to 
prove  and  has  proved  that  pensioner  and  not  herself  was  responsible 
for  the  separation  by  reason  of  his  drinking  habits  and  his  failure  to 
provide  for  her. 

p.  D.— vox..  13—02 ^10 
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Without  conceding  the  soundness  of  this  contention,  as  to  do  so 
would  in  eflfect  be  to  concede  her  rights  to  retry  the  divorce  suit  before 
this  Department,  it  may  be  stated  that  the  evidence  in  this  case,  even 
if  there  had  been  no  divorce  proceedings,  fails  to  sustain  her  contention 
as  to  the  facts  proved.  By  her  own  admission  she  narrows  the  cause 
of  separation  to  failure  to  provide  for  her.  She  testified  before  the 
examiner  that — 

I  left  him,  or  rather  did  not  return  to  him,  because  he  did  not  pifevide  for  me  and 
on  account  of  his  drinking  habits;  but  I  would  have  put  up  with  his  habits  if  he  had 
provided  for  me. 

And  she  named  sevei'al  witnesses  who,  she  alleged,  could  testify  to  the 
fact  that  her  husband  did  not  provide  for  her.     These  witnesses  were 

examined,  but  failed  to  sustain  her  said  contention;  while  the  testimony 
of  one  of  her  witnesses  and  the  witnesses  for  pensioner  tend  strongly 
to  disprove  her  allegation  that  her  husband  did  not  provide  for  her. 
The  evidence  also  tends  strongly  to  show  that  pensioner's  children  by^ 
a  former  wife,  five  of  whom  were  living  at  home  with  pensioner  when 
he  was  married  to  claimant,  and  who  continued  to  reside  with  their 
father,  were  largely,  if  not  mainly,  the  cause  of  claimant's  dissatisfac- 
tion with  her  husband  and  home.  From  the  time  of  the  marriage,  in 
March,  1895,  to  the  time  or  their  final  separation,  in  March,  189^, 
claimant  spent  much  of  her  time  with  her  parents,  and  she  testifies  she 
would  have  returned  to  him,  and,  in  fact,  started  to  return  and  had 
reached  the  depot  when  she  received  a  discouraging  letter  from  pen- 
sioner's daughter.  This  letter,  it  is  shown,  was  written  without  the 
knowledge  or  consent  of  pensioner. 

But  independent  of  this  testimony  the  Department  is  of  the  opinion 
that  where  a  divorce  is  granted  the  husband  for  the  fault  of  the  wife, 
and  she  voluntarily  assumes  the  exclusive  custody  and  control  of  their 
minor  child,  the  failure  of  the  father  to  contribute  to  the  support  of 
the  child  while  deprived  of  its  custod}'  does  not  constitute  desertion 
of  such  child  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1899. 

This  is  not  a  case  where  the  child  is  a  charge  upon  the  public  or  is 
suffering  from  lack  of  support. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


MAUIUACiK— LAWS  OF   >IHGINIA— < OHABITATIOX-KVIDEXCK. 

Eliza  A.  Stkwart  (widow). 

The  evidence  whows  that  tlie  claimant  commenced  to  coliabit  with  Dabney  Smith  in 
the  State  of  Virginia  in  the  year  1805  as  his  wife,  and  so  continiie<l  up  to  1870, 
at  least  two  children  being  born  to  them,  one  of  whom  is  now  living.  Claimant 
attempted  to  marry  the  poldier  in  1873,  a  ceremony  being  performed,  and  she 
lived  with  him  until  his  death  in  HHK).  A  l>ona  fide  matrimonial  intent  on  the 
part  of  the  claimant  and  Dabney  Smith  is  shown,  and  is  reasonably  inferable 
from  the  facts. 
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Held,  The  act  of  the  legislature  of  the  State  of  Vli^ginia  of  February  27,  18(>6  made 
the  claimant  and  Dabney  Smith  husband  and  wife;  and  her  attempted  mar- 
riage with  the  soldier  was,  therefore,  void  ab  initio,  death  or  divorce  not  having 
been  shown. 

AtiHintunt  Secretary  F,  Z.  Catuphell  to  tlie  CoinmiHHloner  of  PvuhIoiuh^ 

January  26,  1903. 

Eliza  A.,  as  alleged  widow  of  Edward  Henry  Stewart,  formerly  a 
private  in  Company  C,  First  U.  S.  Colored  Volunteer  Infantry,  filed 
her  appli(*atiou  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  amended  l)y  the  act 
of  May  9, 190(),  on  March  6,  1901,  claim  being  rejected  on  October  2, 
19()2,  on  the  gi'ound  that  the  claimant  had  no  title  as  said  widow.  An 
appeal  was  filed  on  November  7,  1902. 

A  .special  examination  was  held,  and  while  it  was  impossible  to  fix 
date^  vrith  exactness,  the  following  facts  were  disclosed: 

This  claimant  before  and  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  was  a  slave 
of  John  Carton*,  in  Louisa  County,  Va.  At  the  close  of  the  war  she 
commenced  to  live  with  one  Dabnev  Smith,  and  so  continued  to  live 
with  him,  ostensibly  as  his  wife,  until  about  the  year  1870.  The 
chmghters  of  claimant's  former  master  have  testified,  from  personal 
knowledge,  that  the  claimant  and  Dabney  lived  together  in  the  rela- 
tion of  husl>and  and  wife,  three  children  b^ing  born  to  them.  One  of 
these  children  is  now  living  in  the  city  of  Washington.  None  of  the 
witnesses  above  referred  to  ever  knew  of  any  ceremony  of  marriage 
being  performed,  but  they  all  unite  in  stilting  that  the  said  parties 
lived  together  in  a  matrimonial  relation,  and  that,  apart  from  any 
marriage  ceremony,  they  were  known  as  hus})and  and  wife  and  con- 
ducted themselves  as  such.  Other  reput^ible  witnesses  have  testified 
to  the  same  facts.  On  July  14,  1873,  the  claimant  married  the  soldier 
by  ceremony,  and  continued  to  cohabit  with  him  until  his  death  on 
December  12, 1900.  Claimant  asserts  that  Dabnev  deserted  her  about 
the  year  1870,  and  inasmuch  as  he  did  not  return  to  her  she  thought 
she  had  a  right  to  marry  again.  She  admits  that  she  lived  with 
Dabney,  sustaining  the  relation  as  wife  to  lum,  and  that  she  had  two 
children  by  him. 

Shortly  aft<»r  the  passage  of  an  act  by  the  legislature  of  Virginia,  on 
February  27,  1860,  said  act  being  hereinafter  set  forth,  the  United 
States  military  authorities  made  a  list  of  persons  supposed  to  come 
within  the  terms  of  said  act,  in  the  said  Louisa  County,  and  said  list  is 
now  on  file  in  the  county  court.  A  tmnscript  of  the  record  contains 
the  names  of  claimant  and  Dabney  Smith,  said  list  being — 

A  register  of  colored  persons  of  Louisa  County,  State  of  Virginia,  (•oha})itating 
together  as  husband  and  wife  on  the  27th  P'ebruary,  1866. 

The  date  of  commencement  of  cohabitation  of  the  parties  as  recorded 
in  the  register  is  1866.     The  transcript  is  signed  by  the  clerk  of  the 
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Louisa  County  court  who  has  charge  of  the  records,  and  the  seal  of  the 

court  is  attached  to  the  document. 

The  act  of  February  27,  1866,  is  as  follows: 

(2.)  That  where  colored  persons,  before  the  passage  of  this  act,  shall  have  undei^ 
taken  and  agreed  to  ocrcupy  the  relation  to  each  other  as  husband  and  wife,  and  shall 
be  cohabitating  together  as  such  at  the  time  of  its  passage  whether  the  rites  of 
marriage  shall  have  been  celebrated  between  them  or  not,  they  shall  be  deemed 
husband  and  wife,  and  be  entitled  to  the  rights  and  privileges,  and  subject  to  the 
duties  and  obligations  of  that  relation,  in  like  manner  as  if  they  had  been  duly 
married  by  law;  and  all  their  children  shall  be  legitimate,  whether  born  l>efore  or 
after  the  passage  of  this  act.  And  when  the  parties  have  ceased  to  cohabit  before 
the  passage  of  this  act,  in  consequence  of  the  death  of  the  woman,  or  from  any  other 
cause,  all  the  children  of  the  woman  recognized  by  the  man  to  be  his  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  legitimate. 

It  is  (jlcarly  shown  by  the  facts  in  evidence  that  these  parties,  claim- 
ant  and  Dohney  Smith,  were,  on  the  passage  of  the  act  quoted,  living 
together  as  husband  and  wife;  had  been  for  a  year  prior  to  its  passage, 
and  so  continued  for  four  3^cars  after  its  passage.  And  further,  there 
can  be  no  doubt  whatever  as  to  the  existence  of  a  bona  fide  matrimonial 
intent  in  the  minds  of  both  the  claimant  and  Dabney.  The  act  quoted 
fastened  upon  these  persons  all  "the  duties  and  obligations  of  that 
relation  in  like  manner  as  if  they  had  been  duly  married  by  law,"  and 
the  claimant  will  not  now  be  heard  as  asserting,  when  her  title  to  pen- 
sion is  at  stake,  that  it  was  not  either  her  or  Dabney's  intent  to  do 
that  which  their  acts  show  they  really  did  intend.  A  court  of  law 
would  estop  her  from  denying  the  results  of  her  own  free  act. 

It  is  possible  the  claimant  had  an  honest  belief  that  she  had  a  right 
to  marrv  the  soldier  because  her  first  husband  had  deserted  her.  Such 
belief,  however,  on  her  part,  can  not  alter  the  law.  Under  the  facts 
in  the  cjise  the  act  of  Februar}^  27,  1866,  made  claimant  and  Dabney 
Smith  husband  and  wife,  and  her  attemptc^d  marriage  to  soldier  was 
null  and  void,  for  the  reason  that  such  attempted  marriage  took  place 
at  a  time  when  the  claimant  had  a  lawful,  living,  and  undivorced  hus- 
band. Claimant  admits  that  no  divorce  was  ever  obtained  between 
herself  and  Dabney  Smith,  and  there  are  no  grounds  on  which  to  base 
a  prasumption  of  the  death  of  her  first  husband. 
;  Action  affirmed. 


minor's  pension— act  jitne  587,  1 soo-ytidows. 
Minor  of  James  R.  Graves. 

A  minor  child  of  a  deccsu^  soldier  is  entitled  to  jiension  in  its  own  right,  under  the 
thinl  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  if  such  soldier  left  no  widow  having  a 
pensionable  status. 

Assi^ta7it  jSeoretu7*i/  1^\  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Coinmissioner  of  Pensu/tis^ 

January  26,  1903, 

James  R.  Gmves  served  as  a  private  in  Company  C,  First  l^ttalion 
Sixteenth  Kentucky  Volunteer  Cavalry,  and   Compan}^   L,  Twelfth 
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Kentucky  Volunteer  Cavalry,  from  enlistment,  December  20,  1863, 
until  honorably  discharged,  August  23,  1865. 

He  died  October  18,  1894,  leaving  a  widow,  to  whom  he  was  mar- 
ried November  5,  1893,  and  a  child,  Sammie  Graves,  claimant  herein, 
the  oflFspring  of  a  former  marriage,  whose  mother  died  December  7, 
1891,  she  having  married  the  soldier  November  21,  1882. 

October  26,  1894,  the  said  child,  then  being  6  years  1  month  and 
11  da3^s  old,  applied,  through  a  properly  appointed  and  qualified  guard- 
ian, for  pension  as  a  minor  under  the  act  of  Jqne  27,  1890. 

The  application  was  rejected  June  27,  1895,  on  the  ground — 

that  Boldier  left  a  widow  surviving  who  was  married  to  him  subsequent  to  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  but  may  have  title  under  another  law. 

Claimant,  through  his  guardian,  duly  appealed,  and  b}-  departmental 
decision  of  July  20, 1896,  the  action  of  the  Bureau  was  aflSrmed  on  the 
authorit}^  of  the  case  of  minor  of  Lafayette  G.  Howard  (8  P.  D.,  230), 
holding,  as  quoted  in  the  decision  of  affirmance,  that — 

the  minor  children  of  a  deceased  soldier  have  no  title  to  pension  in  their  own  right 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  while  the  widow  of  such  soldier  is  living  and  not 
remarried,  unless  such  widow  has  forfeited  her  right  to  iHinsion  under  the  act  of 
August  7, 1882,  or  section  4706  Revised  Statutes,  notwithstanding  such  wi<low  married 
such  soldier  subse(}uent  to  the  passage  of  said  act. 

It  app>ears  that  shortly  after  the  rendition  of  above  departmental 
decision,  to  wit — on  August  10,  1896,  the  widow  of  soldier  remarried, 
and  the  Bureau  being  of  opinion  that  the  remarriage  of  the  widow 
op(»ned  the  way  for  the  minor's  pension,  notified  the  attorney  that  upon 
filing  a  new  application  for  the  minor  the  same  would  be  considered 
by  the  Bureau.  Thereupon,  under  date  of  July  18, 1897,  the  attorney 
asked  that  the  minor's  claim  be  considered  under  the  original  appli- 
cation filed  in  1894, 

August  22,  1898,  the  Commissioner  replied,  saying: 

Your  attention  is  invited  to  the  fact  that  all  pensions  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  must  (X)mmence  from  the  date  of  filing  the  appliciition,  and  that  at  the  date  of 
the  former  filing  your  client  had  no  title,  hence  the  ne<«ssity  of  a  new  declaration. 

Under  this  ultimatum  the  guardian,  John  F.  Tucker,  again  applied, 
September  3,  1898. 

Pending  the  Bureau  investigation  of  this  last  application,  and  on 
April  20,  1899,  claimant,  by  his  counsel,  filed  a  paper  in  the  nature  of 
an  application  for  reconsideration  of  departmental  decision  of  July 
20,  1896,  affirming  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  rejecting  the  claim, 
because  of  no  title  in  the  minor  during  the  widowhood  of  his  step- 
mother, etc. 

This  is  the  matter  now  here  for  consideration.  The  soldier,  at  his 
death,  was  pensioned  at  $10  per  month  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890, 
for  '*  rheumatism  and  resulting  disease  of  heart  and  debility." 

He  died  of  dysentery. 
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He  applied  for  pension  under  the  general  law  April  9, 1889,  alleging 
that  he  was  disabled  from  frost-bitten  feet  and  rheumatism  incurred 
during  his  military  service.  This  is  the  only  allegation  made  by  him 
in  his  lifetime  claiming  that  he  incurred  any  disease  or  injury  in  the 
service.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  Bureau  has  ever  finally  adjudi> 
cated  his  .claim,  although  the  medical  board,  July  10,  1889,  reported 
that  he  was  a  sound  man  every  way. 

The  widow  applied  for  pension  under  the  general  law  August  28, 
1895,  and  her  application  was  rejected  October  2,  1899,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  evidence  was  insuflScient  to  show  that  the  death  of  sol- 
dier from  d^'sentery  was  due  to  his  military  service. 

Since  the  action  of  the  Bureau  rejecting  this  claim  and  the  action  of 
the  Department  affirming  such  rejection  on  the  principle  announced 
in  the  case  of  minor  of  Lafayette  G.  Howard  (namel}^,  that  a  minor 
has  no  title  to  pension  under  act  of  June  27,  1890,  during  the  widow- 
hood of  soldier's  wife,  notwithstanding  she  may  not  have  married  the 
soldier  until  after  the  passage  of  the  act),  that  case  has  been  overruled, 
and  it  is  now  held  that  the  minor's  pension  is  not  dependent  upon  the 
widow's  right,  but  only  secondary  thereto,  and  that  if  the  widow  at 
death  of  soldier  had  no  pensionable  status,  the  minor  is  entitled  to 
pension  in  his  own  right.  See  case  of  Geo.  W.  Douglas  (11  P.  D., 
448),  and  minors  of  James  Still,  alias  James  (12  P.  D.,  25). 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  widow  had  no  right  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  because  she  married  the  soldier  in  1893,  which  was  subsequent 
to  the  passage  of  the  act  invoked,  and  her  right  to  pension  isexpressl}^ 
prohibited  by  the  words  of  the  act. 

She  has  since  been  adjudged  by  the  Bureau  not  to  occupy  a  pension- 
able status  under  the  general  law,  and  the  evidence  abundantl}^  shows 
that  such  judgment  was  correct. 

It  follows  that  claimant  (admitting  that  he  is  the  legitimate  child  of 
the  soldier)  is  entitled  to  a  pension  in  his  own  right,  and  no  good  rea- 
son is  perceived  for  holding,  as  the  Bureau  seems  (by  letter  to  claim- 
ant's counsel)  to  have  done,  that  claimant  had  no  right  at  date  of  filing 
his  first  application,  October  20,  1894. 

As  held  in  the  James  Still  case,  a}x)vc  cited,  the  minor  is  entitled  to 
pension  in  his  own  right  if  the  soldier  left  no  widow  with  a  pensionable 
status. 

We  have  seen  that  the  widow  had  no  status  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  and  in  order  to  have  a  pensionable  status  under  the  general 
law  it  devolved  upon  her  to  show  that  the  soldier's  death  resulted  from 
his  military  service. 

She  has  not  shown  this.  On  the  contrary,  she  applied  for  pension 
under  said  law,  and  after  tiling  all  the  evidence  she  had  or  could  pro- 
cure, the  Bureau  held  that  she  had  failed  to  establish  a  pensionable 
status.    Now,  while  it  is  true  that  at  date  of  the  minor's  original  appli- 
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ititioii  it  had  not  been  found  that  the  widow  was  not  entitled  to  pension 
under  ^^sonie  other  law,''  it  has  since  been  shown  that  she  is'^not  and 
never  has  been. 

The  original  application  of  the  minor  was  filed  (it  could  not  have 
been  otherwise)  upon  the  presumption  that  the  widow  was  not  pension- 
able. That  presumption  has  since  ripened  into  a  conclusion — that  is,  it 
has  been  adjudicated  to  be  a  fact.  The  widow  not  having  a  pensiona- 
ble status  at  date  of  claimant's  original  application,  that  application 
was  effective,  and  his  right  to  pension  dates  from  such  application. 
The  evidence  filed  by  the  minor  appears  to  be  abundant  to  show  that 
he  is  the  legitimate  and  only  minor  child  of  the  soldier,  but  as  that 
question  has  not  been  adjudicated  by  the  Bureau  the  papers  are  here- 
with returned  for  consideration  of  same,  with  direction  that  if  the 
claimant  is  shown  to  be  such  legitimate  child,  his  pension  shall  be 
allowed  from  date  of  his  first  application,  October  26,  1894. 

This  motion  is  sustained,  and  the  former  decision  of  the  Department 
is  i-eoonsidered  and  set  aside.  You  will  readjudicate  the  case  in  accord- 
ance with  the  decision  in  case  of  James  Still,  heretofore  cited. 


minors*  pension— act  .titne  87,  isoo-widow-marriage. 

Minor  of  Allen  B.  Piersgn.** 

Under  the  accepted  conatruction  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  the  minor  child  of  a  sol- 
dier has  title  to  pension  in  his  own  right  when  there  is  no  widow,  and  the  fact 
that  the  parents  were  married  after  the  passage  of  the  act  does  not  destroy  or 
impair  snch  title. 

AmiHtiint  Secretary  F,  Z.  Campbell  to  the  dyimiiisshmei*  of  Pensions^ 

July  10,  1901. 

Mary  L.  Roche,  as  guardian  of  Junetta  Pierson,  minor  child  of 
Allen  B.  Pierson,  late  of  Company  B,  Third  Illinois  Cavalry,  filed 
January  24,  1896,  a  claim  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
in  which  the  following  facts  are  alleged  and  dul}'  proven:  The  claim- 
ant (guardian)  is  the  mother  of  said  child  by  the  soldier;  the  soldier 
was  a  pensioner,  and  died  January  24,  181)();  he  had  been  thrice  mar- 
ried; his  first  wife  died  January  25,  1879;  he  was  divorced  from  his 
second  wife  February  10,  1888;  he  was  married  to  his  third  wife,  this 
claimant,  October  2<),  1890,  and  she  obtained  a  divorce  from  him 
March  17,  1894;  the  child,  Junetta,  was  born  June  20,  1892,  and  is 
the  only  surviving  child  of  soldier  who  was  under  16  years  of  age  at 
his  death;  the  date  of  the  marriage  of  this  claimant  to  Roche  is  not 
stated. 

The  claim  was  rejected  February  4,  1898,  on  the  ground  of  ''no 
title;  the  marriage  of  soldier  and  mother  of  child  occurred  subsequent 

«See  Minors  of  Jamc^  Still,  alian  Jamt's  (12  V.  I).,  25). 
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to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890."  This  action  is  assigned 
as  error  in  an  appeal  entered  May  17,  1898,  and  it  is  contended  that 
the  construction  thus  given  is  not  a  fair  and  just  interpretation  of  the 
meaning  and  intent  of  said  law. 

The  precise  issue  thus  presented  has  no  precedent  in  the  published 
decisions  of  the  Department.  The  nearest  approach  to  it  is  in  the 
appeal  of  the  minor  of  La  Fayette  (x.  Howard  (8  P.  D.,  230),  wherein 
it  was  decided  that  the  minor's  title  was  contingent  upon  the  death  or 
remarriage  of  the  widow  of  the  soldier.  The  facts  in  that  claim  were 
very  similar  to  those  herein  set  forth,  except  that  the  wife  of  the  sol- 
dier, to  whom  he  was  married  after  the  passage  of  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  had  never  been  divorced,  but,  surviving  him,  was  his  legal  widow. 
She,  of  course,  had  no  title  to  pension  in  her  own  right  b}'  reason  of 
the  proviso  to  the  third  section  of  the  act,  which  is:  "That  said  widow 
shall  have  married  said  soldier  prior  to  the  passage  of  this  act." 

Notwithstanding  this  lack  of  title  in  such  widow,  it  was  held  in  said 
decision,  and  in  that  of  the  similar  case  of  the  minors  of  John  Davis 
(9  P.  D.,151),  that— 

The  minor  children  of  a  deceased  soldier  have  no  title  to  pension  in  their  own 
right  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  while  the  widow  of  such  soldier  is  living  and 
not  remarried,  unless  such  widow  has  forfeited  her  right  to  i>ension  under  the  act  c»f 
August  7,  1882,  or  section  4706,  Ilevise<i  Statutes,  notwithstanding  such  widow  mar- 
ried such  soldier  sul)se(jnent  to  the  passage  of  said  act. 

It  was  further  stated  in  said  decision,  as  a  reason  for  such  holdin*^, 
that— 

It  would  also  be  unsafe  to  grant  pension  to  the  minor  while  a  widow  8ur\nved  sol- 
dier, as  such  widow  might  in  the  future  successfully  prosecute  a  claim  in  her  own 
right,  either  under  the  general  or  some  other  law,  and  we  would  then  be  in  the 
position  of  having  granted  two  pensions  on  account  of  the  same  service. 

But  the  claim  under  consideration  is  different  from  those  above  cited 
in  that  no  widow  survived  the  soldier.  That  is,  the  fact  that  the 
soldier's  wife,  this  claimant,  had  been  divorced  from  him  places  her 
in  the  same  category  with  reference  to  any  title  to  pension  as  if  she 
had  died.  Thus,  there  are  but  two  questions  to  be  detennined  in  this 
case — the  first,  whetlier  a  minor  child  of  a  soldier  who  leaves  no 
widow  surviving,  is  pensionable  at  all  under  said  act  of  June  27, 1890; 
the  other,  whether  such  child  is  pensionable  when,  in  the  language  of 
the  rejection,  ''the  marriage  of  the  soldier  and  the  mother  of  said 
child  occurred  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the  act." 

At  an  early  date  after  the  enactment  of  said  law  the  first  of  these 
questions  was  considered  and  decided  in  the  affirmative.  In  a  general 
construction  of  the  several  sections  of  the  statute  it  was  held  in  refer- 
ence to  this  matter  that — 

Where  the  soldier  dies  leaving  no  widow,  but  a  minor  child  without  other  means 
of  support  than  its  daily  labor,  such  child  is  iKMisionable  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  from  the  date  nf  tiling  a]>pli(ati(>n.     (A.  P.  Alexander,  C  P.  D.,  40.) 
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Following  this  construction,  the  uniform  practice  has  been  to  allow 
the  claims  of  minors  when  there  was  no  widow;  for  while  it  has 
been  recognized  that  there  was  apparently  no  direct  grant  to  minors 
in  said  act,  except  when  the  widow  has  been  pensioned  and  has  after- 
wards died  or  remarried,  yet  it  is  agreed  that  in  view  of  the  general 
tenor  of  the  grant  to  widows  and  minors  in  section  4702,  Revised 
Statutes,  and  other  laws,  the  language  and  general  intent  of  th's  act 
would  warrant  the  constniction  above  mentioned  and  give  tit!o  to  the 
minor  in  his  own  right. 

But  the  other  question  is  the  gist  of  this  case,  and  its  determination 
depends  simply  on  the  extent  of  the  application  that  ma}'  l>e  given  to 
the  proviso  of  the  third  section  of  the  act,  hereinl)ofore  quoted.  Said 
proviso  denies  title  to  the  widow  who  was  not  married  to  the  soldier 
before  the  passage  of  the  act.  Can  it  be  properly  held  that  such  pro- 
hibition extends  to  a  minor  because  he  is  the  child  of  a  woman  who 
was  not  married  to  said  minor's  father  until  after  the  passage  of  the 
act?  This  might  be  a  correct  holding  if  said  minor  had  title  by  and 
through  his  mother  only — if  his  sole  rights  to  pension  depended  on 
the  fact  that  he  was  the  child  of  such  mother;  but,  so  far  from  this 
being  true,  in  no  case  does  the  minor's  title  depend  on  the  mother's, 
except  in  so  far  as  she  may  have  priority  of  title  as  a  widow.  Other- 
wise, his  title  is  independent — is  of  right  in  himself — and  the  basis 
thereof  is  that  he  is  the  legitimate  child  of  his  father,  a  soldier. 

To  put  it  in  a  terser  form,  the  proviso  has  no  reference  to  the  title 
of  a  minor,  and  the  fact  that  such  minor  is  held,  under  this  law,  as 
under  previous  laws,  to  have  title  in  his  own  right,  it  does  not  matter 
when  his  parents  were  married,  so  long  as  he  can  establish  his  legiti- 
macy as  the  child  of  a  soldier,  and  that  there  is  no  widow  whose  title 
might  take  precedence  of  his  own.  There  is  nothing  in  any  law  or 
decision  antagonistic  to  this  view,  and  under  the  test  of  sound  reason, 
as  well  as  of  the  general  purview  of  the  pension  laws,  it  seems  not 
onl}'  a  logical,  but  an  eminently  just  interpretation  of  the  (juestion  in 
issue. 

It  is  held,  therefore,  that  the  rejection  of  this  claim  for  the  reason 
stated  was  error,  and  that  action  is  reversed. 


PATHOLOGIC! A T4  SKQITKNCE— DISEASE  OF  UECTITM  AND  VIURMIC 

POISONING. 

ItuTH  E.  Robinson  (widow). 

The  soldier  was  pensioned  for  disease  of  rectum,  incurred  in  1S62,  and  no  other  affec- 
tion of  service  origin  was  established.  He  died  in  1S99  of  uncniic  iK)i8oning,  tlie 
consequence  of  cystitis  and  a  train  of  symptoms  which  were  primarily  due  to 
senile  enlargement  of  the  prostate  gland.  There  was  no  neci^snary  or  prol)able 
pathological  relation  U»tween  disea.sc  of  rcKJtum,  on  airount  of  which  he  was 
jiensioned,  and  the  conditions  wiiicli  rfHultinl  in  tiie  soldier's  death. 
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Assistant  Secretary  F,  L.  Campbell  to  the  Ctyminlssiorier  of  Petiaions^ 

November  29,  1902. 

Ruth  E.  Robinson,  widow  of  John  W.  Robinson,  late  a  private  in 
Compan}^  E,  Fifty-ninth  Ohio  Volunteer  Infantry,  is  now  pensioned 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  She  had  previously  filed  a  claim 
under  the  general  law,  and  the  same  was  rejected  on  the  ground  that 
the  soldier's  death  from  ureemic  poisoning  was  not  the  result  of  dis- 
ease of  rectum,  for  which  he  was  pensioned;  also,  that  there  is  no 
record  or  other  satisfactory  evidence  of  the  origin  in  service  of  any 
disability  which  might  have  caused  the  fatal  disease. 

The  widow,  through  the  recognized  attorney,  on  October  24,  1900, 
filed  an  appeal  to  the  Department  from  the  aforesaid  adverse  action. 
She  contends  that  the  fatal  ureemic  poisoning  was  the  direct  result  of 
the  disease  of  rectum  and  that  the  testimon}^  of  Dr.  A.  E.  Ashburn 
shows  that  such  was  the  case. 

The  soldier's  original  claim  for  pension  was  filed  in  1886,  and  he 
was  pensioned  for  disease  of  rectum,  the  only  disability  thei-ein 
alleged,  from  the  date  of  tiling  until  the  time  of  his  deatli.  In  a 
declaration  filed  in  1894  the  soldier  alleged  that  while  in  service  he 
had  also  incurred  rheumatism,  deafness,  and  a  kidney  affection,  and 
that  he  was  suffering  from  disease  of  the  heart  as  a  result  of  rheuma- 
tism. The  claim  for  these  additional  disabilities  was  rejected  October 
10,  1900,  after  the  soldier's  death,  and  at  the  same  time  as  the  claim 
in  contention,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  record  or  satisfactory 
evidence  of  their  origin  in  service.  The  soldier  had  declared  his 
inability  to  furnish  necessary  evidence  to  establish  that  claim. 

The  report  of  the  first  official  examination  of  the  soldier,  made  in 
1886,  showed  two  large  internal  hemorrhoids  on  the  left  side  of  the 
rectum  forming  a  tumor  the  size  of  a  walnut.  No  other  changes  or 
disabilities  could  be  detected  at  that  time. 

The  next  report,  made  in  1887,  showed  some  prolapse  of  the  rectum, 
but  no  other  abnormality. 

In  1891,  when  the  next  examination  was  made,  two  external  piles, 
three-fourths  inch  in  diameter,  were  described,  and  it  was  stated  that 
there  was  an  acrid  discharge  excoriating  the  skin  around  the  anus. 
Rheumatism  of  both  knees,  with  loud  crepitus  and  stiffness,  was  also 
shown.  Some  acceleration  of  the  heart's  action  was  noted  and  attrib- 
uted to  an  alcoholic  stimulant.     No  other  disability  was  found. 

The  next  report,  made  in  1895,  after  the  filing  of  the  claim  for  addi- 
tional disabilities,  showed  slight  prolapse  of  the  rectum  and  five 
external  hemorrhoids,  all  ulcerated  and  bleeding.  Rheumatism  and 
valvular  disease  of  the  heart,  with  cedema  of  the  feet  and  ankles, 
were  described.  The  kidneys,  bladder,  and  urine  were  described  as 
'Siormal." 

The  next  and  hist  report,  made  in  1899,  about  five  months  prior  to 
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the  soldier's  deiith,  showed  a  rectal  mass  externally,  2  inches  in 
diameter,  suppurating,  ulcerated,  and  bleeding.  The  board  deemed  it 
unwise  to  explore  the  rectum.  They  stated  that  the  soldier  used  a 
catheter  from  four  to  six  times  a  da)^  because  of  enlarged  prostate, 
due  in  their  opinion  to  pressure  of  hemorrhoids.  Rheumatism  and 
disease  of  heart  were  also  described.  The  soldier  was  then  more  than 
71  years  of  age. 

In  an  affidavit  filed  Jul}'  18,  1900,  Dr.  Ashburn  certified  that  he 
gave  medical  attention  to  the  soldier  frequenth'^  and  in  each  year  from 
March,  1872,  until  his  last  sickness  and  death,  December  24,  1899; 
that  the  soldier  was  constantly  afflicted  with  an  aggravated  case  of 
bleeding,  ulcerated,  and  frequently  strangulated  piles,  fissure  of  anus, 
and  ulceration  of  rectal  walls;  that  growing  out  of  this  condition  was 
a  cystitis  with  blood  and  pus  in  the  urine  and  retention  of  urine,  neces- 
sitating the  constant  and  daily  use  of  a  catheter  to  evacuate  the  blad- 
der, finally  resulting  in  calculi  in  the  bladder  and  retention  and  reab- 
sorption  and  infilti*ation  of  urine,  giving  rise  to  urtemic  poisoning, 
which  caused  death. 

Dr.  Ashburn  was  a  former  affiant  in  the  invalid  claim  and  also  a 
member  of  the  board  that  made  the  examination  in  1895,  when  the 
urinary  organs  were  reported  normal.  He  had  certified  in  1891,  how- 
ever, that  the  soldier  had  rheumatism,  impaired  hearing,  and  rectal 
disease  with  prolapsus;  that,  in  his  opinion,  this  latter  trouble  had 
produced  enlargement  of  the  prostate  gland  and  catarrhal  trouble  in 
the  neck  of  the  bladder.  A  few  months  subseciuent  to  the  aforesaid 
examination,  made  in  1895,  Dr.  Ashburn  certified  that  the  piles  and 
disease  of  rectum  existed  in  an  aggravated  fonn,  and  that  during  the 
previous  five  years  a  disease  of  the  heart  had  developed  from  the 
chronic  rheumatism.  He  made  no  reference  to  the  urinary  trouble  in 
this  affidavit. 

It  thus  ap[)ears  that  in  some  important  respects  the  testimony  of  Dr. 
Ashburn  is  not  sustained  by  the  official  reports. 

Dr.  Ashburn  asserted  or  sought  to  show  that  there  was  a  direct  rela- 
tionship l)etween  the  disease  of  rectum  and  the  cystitis,  which  finally 
resulted  in  the  soldiers  dejith  from  uraemia,  but  he  did  not  indicate  in 
what  manner  such  alleged  relationship  was  or  could  have  l)een  devel- 
oped. It  appears  to  be  a  well-known  clinical  fact,  however,  in  cases 
of  this  character  that  the  primary  cause  of  cystitis  is  retention  of 
urine  from  hypertrophy  of  the  prostate  gland;  also,  that  infection  of 
the  bladder  is  usually  caused  by  the  use  of  unclean  catheters. 

Hypertrophy  of  the  prostate  gland  is  found  most  frecjuently  in  the 
aged  and  it  is  genei*ally  recognized  as  one  of  the  processes  of  senility. 
A  recent  writer  attributes  it  to  general  arteriosclerosis.  The  affection 
onlv  becomes  serious  when  it  interferes  wiCli  the  exit  of  urine  from 
the  blwlder.  The  act  of  straining  to  empty  the  }»ladder  is  apt  to  pro- 
duce hemorrhoids  and  prola[)sus  of  Iho  rectum,  or  aggravate  these 
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affections  if  they  exist,  and  such  was  the  history  of  this  case.  On  the 
other  hand,  there  does  not  appear  to  be  any  authority  for  the  opinion 
advanced  by  Dr.  Ashburn  in  his  first  affidavit  and  by  the  board  of  sur- 
geons who  made  the  last  examination,  to  the  effect  that  the  enlarged 
prostate  was  due  to  the  condition  of  the  rectum. 

Chronic  cystitis  is  now  recognized  as  "  a  bacterial  infection  of  the 
bladder,"  and  it  appears  that  such  infection  may  be  due  to  any  one  or 
more  of  a  number  of  microorganisms,  thus  being  classed  as  either 
pure  or  mixed.  It  ma}'^  be  caused,  for  example,  by  the  germs  of 
typhoid  fever  and  other  infectious  diseases,  by  various  pyogenic 
organisms,  by  the  gono(!Occus,  the  colon  bacillus,  etc.  With  refer- 
ence to  this  subject  it  is  stated  as  follows  in  the  Treatise  on  Surgery 
by  American  Authors  (vol.  2,  p.  481): 

Pyogenic  bacteria  are  incapable  of  infecting  a  normal  bladder.  This  has  b«?en 
amply  proven  by  experiment  and  is  illustrated  in  the  fact  that  unclean  catheters  and 
sounds  are  often  introduced  without  causing  cystitis. 

When,  however,  the  nutrition  of  the  bladder  is  impaire<l  or  its  circulation  seriously 
disturbed,  as  by  a  calculus,  a  tight  urethral  stricture,  or  prostate  enlargement,  then 
the  pus  microbes  are  found  gn)wing  in  its  walls  and  pnxlucing  the  inflammatory 
reaction  that  we  call  cystitis.  These  l>acteria  always  have  easy  actcess  to  the  blad- 
der even  when  no  instruments  are  used,  for  they  may  reach  it  through  the  cin-ula- 
tion,  by  extension  from  the  urethra,  or  by  penetration  from  the  rectum.  *  ♦  ♦ 
The  urine  contains  various  pus  bacteria,  most  fre<]uently  the  colon  Iwcillus,  \vhi(>h 
has  invaded  first  the  recto- vesical  tissue  and  then  the  bladder  wall. 

The  important  practical-  fact  is  therefore  that  cystitis  (when  neither  tul>enMil(His 
nor  gonorrheal)  is  always  a  sectmdary,  not  a  primary,  morbid  condition. 

As  already  shown,  chronic  cystitis  is  usually  secondary  to  the  pro- 
static hypertrophy  of  senility,  and  such  was  evidently  the  case  in  this 
instance.  It  is  inmiaterial  therefore  whether  the  soldier  had  disease 
of  the  rectum  or  not,  for  the  enlarged  prostate  was  the  determining 
factor  in  the  causation  of  the  train  of  affections  which  tenninatiHi  in 
his  death,  and  the  secondary  bacterial  infection  doubtless  oirurred 
independent  thereof.  Moreover,  the  colon  bacillus  (which  has  most 
frequently  been  found  in  cases  of  cystitis)  is  almost  constantly  found 
in  the  intestinal  tract  of  healthy  persons.  The  possibility  that  the 
rectal  disease  may  have  been  a  material  factor  in  the  causation  of  the 
soldier's  death  is  too  remote  and  uncertain  to  warrant  the  allowance  of 
the  widow's  claim.  Admitting  that  a  direct  infection  from  the  rectum 
to  the  bladder  is  possible,  it  is  clear  that  the  primary  cause  of  cystitis 
in  cases  of  this  character  must  be  the  condition  which  opposes  the  free 
extrusion  of  urine;  also,  that  bacterial  infection  of  the  bladder  occurs 
even  when  the  rectum  is  in  normal  condition.  Evidently,  therefore, 
there  is  no  necessary  or  probable  pathological  relation  in  this  case 
between  the  pensioned  disability  and  the  conditions  which  resulted  in 
the  soldier's  death. 

The  rejection  of  the  widow's  claim  under  the  genemi  law  isafiirmed. 
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marriage  and  divorce- act  of  jxtne  37,  1890.— laws  of  new  york. 

Adaune  Tripp  (widow). 

Soldier,  prior  to  his  marriage  to  claimant  in  1866,  had  been  married  to  one  Charlotte, 
who  secured  a  divorce  from  him  in  1857  in  the  State  of  New  York,  where  they 
were  domiciled,  on  the  ground  of  adultery,  wherein  the  decree  provided,  accord- 
ing to  the  laws  of  that  State,  that  the  plaintiff  might  marry  again,  but  that  it 
should  be  unlawful  for  the  defendant  to  marry  during  the  life  of  the  plaintiff, 
Charlotte,  who  died  January  6,  1895.  Claimant,  therefore,  could  not  have  con- 
tracted a  l^al  marriage  with  soldier  prior  to  the  death  of  Charlotte,  January  6, 
1895;  and  she  has,  therefore,  no  pensionable  status  under  the  third  section  of 
the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  which  provides  that  a  widow  must  have  married  soldier 
prior  to  the  pasBage  of  said  act  to  be  pensionable. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  L.  Camjibell  to  the  Qnamissionet  of  Pensions^ 

January  31^  1903. 

Robert  H.  Tripp,  who  served  in  Company  D,  Eighth  New  York 
Cavalry,  died  March  9,  1899. 

April  25, 1899,  Adaline  Tripp  filed  a  claim  for  pension  under  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  alleging  that  she  was  married  to  the  soldier  in  May, 
1866. 

The  claim  was  numbered  697204,  and  was  rejected  June  12,  1900, 
upon  the  ground  that  claimant  was  not  legally  married  to  the  soldier 
prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  and  consequently  had 
no  title. 

From  this  action  the  claimant  appealed,  February  28, 1900,  contend- 
ing that  she  had  been  unaware  of  soldier's  prior  marriage  and  divorce, 
and  that  the  former  wife  had  been  dead  nearly  four  years  when  the 
soldier  died. 

The  claimant  also  wishes  to  know  why,  if  she  is  not  soldier's  legal 
widow,  you  issued  an  accrued  pension  ceiliticate  to  her  as  the  legal 
widow  of  the  soldier. 

The  reason  for  this  will  be  readily  seen,  for,  under  conditions  and 
for  reasons  hereinafter  discussed,  the  applicant  has  no  title  under  the 
act  of  June  27, 1890,  but  she  had  title  to  the  accrued  pension  due  the 
soldier. 

The  material  facte  relating  to  the  question  in  issue  are  these: 

The  record  shows  the  marriage  of  the  soldier  to  the  claimant  under 
apparently  proper  legal  conditions,  May  31,  1866. 

It  also  appears  that  this  claimant  had  been  married  prior  to  her 
union  to  the  soldier.  Her  first  husband  was  one  W.  L.  Stanton,  also 
a  soldier.  He  served  in  Company  D,  Forty-nintli  New  York  Infan- 
try, and  died  in  the  service  August  21,  1864.  So  far  as  Stanton  was 
concerned  the  applicant  was  free  to  marry  the  soldier. 

It  maj*  b^  proper  to  state  that  the  claimant  was  pensioned  as  the 
widow  of  Stanton  from  August,  1864,  to  May  31,  1866,  the  date  of 
her  supposed  mai'riage  to  the  soldier  Tripp. 
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The  soldier  Tripp  had  also  been  previously  married  to  one  Char- 
lotte, who  secured  a  divorce  from  him  August  24, 1857,  on  the  ground 
of  his  adultery,  and,  as  usual  and  customary  in  such  cases,  and  accord- 
ing to  the  laws  of  the  State  of  New  York,  where  all  the  parties  in 
interest  held  their  legal  domicile,  the  court  provided  that  it  would  be 
lawful  for  the  plaintiff  Charlotte  to  marry  again,  as  though  the  soltlier 
and  defendant  Tripp  was  actually  dead;  but  it  should  not  be  lawful 
for  the  said  Tripp,  defendant,  to  marry  again  until  Charlotte  should 
be  actually  dead. 

Tripp,  still  having  his  legal  domicile  within  the  boundaries  of  the 
State  of  New  York,  did,  on  the  31st  day  of  May,  1866,  disregard  and 
ignore  the  prohibition  of  the  court  and  the  laws  of  his  State  by  endeav- 
oring to  enter  into  a  matrimonial  union  with  this  claimant. 

As  each  State  of  the  Union  is  given  the  power  and  authority  to  enact 
and  sustain  its  own  marriage  and  divorce  laws,  and  as  this  right  is 
expressly  recognized  by  the  pension  laws  (section  2,  act  of  August  7, 
1882),  the  restriction  upon  the  guilt}^  P^^ty,  Tripp,  made  by  the  court 
in  pursuance  of  a  statutory  provision  in  the  laws  of  New  York  must 
be  held  by  this  Department  to  govern,  and  it  is  therefore  held  that 
the  soldier  Tripp  was  never  in  a  position  to  contract  a  valid  marriage 
with  any  woman  within  the  confines  of  the  State  of  New  York  while 
Charlotte,  his  divorced  wife,  survived  and  he  was  a  legal  resident  of 
that  State.  His  union  to  this  claimant,  Adaline,  in  May,  1866,  was, 
therefore,  without  authority  of  law  and  illegal. 

The  Revised  Statutes  of  New  York  (1859),  part  2,  chapter  8,  section 
62,  make  this  provision  (act  of  1813): 

Whenever  a  marriage  shall  l)e  dissolved  pursuant  to  the  pmvision  of  this  article, 
the  complainant  may  marry  again  during  the  lifetime  of  the  defendant,  but  no 
defendant  convicted  of  adultery  shall  marry  again  until  the  death  of  the  complainant. 

In  1897  this  statute  was  amended  as  to  the  right  of  the  defendant  to 
remarry,  to  the  following  extent: 

Unless  the  court  in  which  the  judgment  for  divorce  was  rendered  shall,  in  that 
respect,  modify  such  judgnient,  which  modification  shall  only  be  made  upon  satis- 
factory proof  that  five  years  have  elapsed  since  the  decree  of  divorce  was  rendered 
and  the  conduct  of  the  defendant  since  the  dissolution  of  said  marriage  hajs  been 
uniformly  good.  (See  Cummings  &  Gilbert's  General  Laws  of  New  York,  vol.  1, 
p.  1051  (ed.  1902).) 

This  amended  statute  has  no  effect  upon  the  applicant's  case  iKJcause 
Charlotte,  who  was  the  impediment  to  soldier's  lawful  union  to  claim- 
ant, died  prior  to  this  amendment. 

It  IS  under  the  unamended  act  of  1813,  therefore,  that  the  claimant's 
status  must  be  determined. 

The  courts  of  New  York  have  not  been  behind  those  of  other  States 
in  ruling  that  it  is  in  the  interest  of  public  policy  and  public  morals  to 
encourage  matrimony  and  to  sustain  the  validity  of  such  unions  when- 
ever ix)ssible.     (23  N.  Y.,  90,  affinning  20  Barb.,  177,  and 4:  Bradf.,  28.) 
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The  statute  in  question  has  been  a  source  of  much  trouble  and  dis- 
cussion, the  courts  of  New  York  attempting  at  one  time  to  enforce  the 
prohibition  in  the  statute  even  when  a  defendant  remarried  in  another 
State.  This  is  not  now  the  holding  of  the  courts  of  that  State.  (See 
Oram  v.  Oram  (3  Redf.,  300);  9  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law,  854.) 

That  no  leniency  has  been  shown  as  to  the  effect  of  the  statute  within 
the  confines  of  the  Sate  of  New  York  will  be  seen  from  the  following 
rulings  and  citations: 

A  general  prohibition  against  the  guilty  party  marrying  during  the  life  of  the  inno- 
cent party  in  held  to  prevent  the  remarriage  of  the  parties  to  the  suit,  and  such 
remarriaf^e  is  void.  (M(X)re  v.  Moore  (Brooklyn  City  Court,  Sj)ecial  Term),  8th 
Abbott,  N.  Cases  (N.  Y),  171;  Peugnet  r.  Phelps,  48  Bard.  (N.  Y.),  666;  Moore  v. 
Hegeman,  92N.Y.,  521.) 

Construing  the  statute  of  1813,  the  court,  in  the  case  of  Cropsey  v. 
Ogden  (11  N.  Y.  Repts.,  228),  says: 

The  act  of  1813,  concerning  divorces,  prohibite<l  a  person  whose  marriage  was  dis- 
solve<l  pursuant  to  its  provisions,  on  account  of  his  or  her  adultery,  from  marrying 
again  during  the  life  of  the  other  party  to  the  dissolved  marriage. 

Such  person  was  not  competent  during  the  lifetime  of  the  former  husband  or  wife, 
and  while  said  act  was  in  force,  to  make  a  valid  contract  of  marriage  within  this 
State. 

The  Revised  Statutes  prohibit  a  person  from  contracting  a  valid  marriage  during 
the  lifetime  of  any  former  husband  or  wife  when  the  former  marriage  was  dissolved 
on  account  of  the  adultery  of  such  person. 

*  *  *  Therefore,  where  a  marriage  contracted  within  this  State  was,  in  the 
year  1822,  dissolved  by  the  decree  of  the  court  of  chancery  on  account  of  adultery 
by  the  husband,  and  afterwards,  in  1825,  and  again  subsequent  to  the  1st  of  January, 
1830,  during  the  lifetime  of  his  former  wife,  a  marriage  was  solemnized  in  due  form 
within  this  State  between  him  and  the  plaintiff,  with  whom  he  cohabited  as  his  wife 
until  his  death  in  1847. 

Held:  That  each  of  these  marriages  with  the  plaintiff  was  void,  and  she  was  not 
entitled  to  dower  in  the  lands  of  which  he  was  seized. 

It  is  therefore  evident  that,  following  the  lex  loci  and  having  regard, 
as  in  duty  }>ound,  for  the  decisions  construing  the  local  statute  under 
consideration,  it  must  be  held  that  the  soldier  Tripp  did  not  contract 
a  lawful  matrimonial  union  with  the  appellant  prior  to  January  6, 
1895,  when  a  valid  union  tetween  Tripp  and  claimant  may  have  arisen 
under  other  conditions.     This  issue  will  be  hereinafter  discussed. 

The  finding  is  imperative,  notwithstanding  the  long  and  uninter- 
rupted cohabitation  of  this  claimant  with  Tripp  in  the  belief  that  she 
was  his  lawful  wife. 

Even  the  courts  have  shared  in  a  hesitancy  to  enforce  such  a  statute, 
but  where  the  statute  declares  that  the  guilty  party  shall  be  incom- 
petent to  marry  the  courts  have  reluctantly  held  such  marriage  to  be 
void  if  contracted  within  the  State  where  the  decree  was  rendered. 
(19  Amer.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  1180;  Malter  r.  Borrowdate  {"28 
Hun.,  N.  Y.,  336).) 
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As  to  this  issue,  then,  action  is  sustained. 

Now,  the  question  arises,  what  was  the  status  of  Tripp  and  the 
applicant  subsequent  to  January  6,  1895,  when  Charlotte,  whose  exis- 
tence precluded  a  legal  union  by  the  soldier  to  the  claimaLt,  died? 

Marriages  under  common-law  conditions  are  recognizable  in  the 
State  of  New  York  (38  N.  Y.,  296). 

Did  a  marriage  at  common  law  arise  between  soldier  and  the  claimant 
after  the  death  of  Charlotte,  in  January,  1895?  As  stated  by  the 
claimant,  the  soldier  survived  Charlotte  over  four  years.  He  and  the 
applicant  had  sustained  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife  for  thirty- 
three  (33)  years.  During  the  four  years  intervening  between  Char- 
lotte's death  and  soldier's  death  there  would  appear  to  have  been  a 
continued  representation  in  habit  and  conduct,  which  would  not  dis- 
turb, if  indeed  it  did  not  fortify,  the  opinion  of  friend  sand  neighbors 
that  the  soldier  and  applicant  were,  in  fact  and  deed,  sustaining  the 
relation  of  husband  and  wife  to  each  other. 

Mr.  Bishop,  in  the  earlier  editions  of  his  work  on  domestic  relations, 
went  so  far  as  to  assert  that  an  existing  impediment  to  a  legal  matri- 
monial union  having  been  removed,  a  valid  marriage  arose  eo  instant! 
in  States  where  such  unions  are  recognized. 

Thereafter  he  somewhat  modified  this  statement,  but  it  may  be  stated 
that  at  the  present  time  and  in  the  interest  of  morality  and  the  rights 
arising  from  unions  which  may  be  recognized  in  law  as  matrimonial 
for  many  and  cogent  reasons,  very  slight  indications  of  a  desire  to 
convert  a  union  not  recognizable  at  law  prior  to  the  removal  of  an 
existing  impediment  into  one  recognizable  by  law  will  be  accepted  as 
evidence  of  a  new  contrac^t.  It  may  be  that  this  one  carried  with  it 
some  moral  effect  due  to  the  ceremony  performed  many  years  before, 
and  a  continuous  matrimonial  cohabitation  wherein  no  question  of 
immorality  appears  to  have  entered.  Nor  does  it  appear  that  either 
party  ever  repudiated  the  apparent  sincerity  of  their  original  inten- 
tions to  sustain  to  each  other  the  relation  of  huslmnd  and  wife.  There 
could  be,  therefore,  no  pronounced  change  in  their  social  or  matri- 
monial status,  but  the  passage  of  each  succeeding  year  after  the  death 
of  Charlotte  fortified  the  long  existing  and  evident  purpose  of  the 
soldier  and  this  applicant  to  hold  themselves  out  to  the  world  as  hus- 
band and  wife  bona  fide.  So  that,  while  the  Department  may  not, 
under  the  peculiar  restrictions  of  the  law  of  the  State  in  which  the 
parties  in  interest  were  domiciled,  hold  that  this  applicant's  second  hus- 
band was  in  a  position  to  contract  a  legal  matrimonial  union  with  her 
in  May,  1865,  it  does  hold  that  a  marriage  at  common  law  arose  upon 
the  removal  of  the  impediment  thereto  in  the  death  of  Charlotte  Jan- 
uary 6,  1895. 

This  holding  would  appear  in  fact  to  satisfy  the  contentions  of  the 
appellant  made  in  her  appeal,  but  it  can  not,  as  hereinbefore  stated, 


DECISIONS   RELATING    TO    PENSIONS.  16 1 

satisfy  any  theory  of  hers  that,  being  conceded  to  be  the  widow  in  law 
of  the  soldier  Tripp,  she  has  any  pensionable  status  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  for  she  did  not  become  his  lawful  wife  until  January 
6,  1S95,  and  the  last  proviso  to  section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
enacts  that  a  widow  shall  have  no  title  under  this  statute  unless  mar- 
ried to  the  soldier  prior  to  its  passage. 

As  the  act  was  passed  in  June,  1890,  and  the  applicant  did  not  bei'onie 
the  lawful  wife  of  Tripp  until  January,  1895,  Kshe  is  barred  of  title,  at 
least  under  tliis  particular  statute. 

Your  adjustment  of  this  claim  is  in  every  respect  approved. 


PR.VCTICE— DISMISS AI^ACT  MARCH  3,  1899 -NOTICE. 

Cora  A.  Fanning  v,  Edwin  P.  Fanning. 

Claimant's  contention  that  she  was  in  necessitous  circumstancen  having  Ixhmi  con- 
ceded by  the  Bureau  after  special  examination,  her  appeal  is  dismissed. 

Pensioner  is  entitled  to  thirty  days  from  receipt  of  a  copy  of  this  order  in  wliich  to 
appeal  from  the  last  Bureau  action,  under  the  act  of  March  8,  189^,  conceding  her 
contention.     See  Ritter  r.  Ritter  (13  P.  D.,  40). 

Ait^istant  Secretary  F.  L.  Campbdl  to  the  Comi/UHsioyier  of  PennUms^ 

January  31^  1903, 

Mrs.  Cora  A.  Fanning  appealed  October  3,  1902,  from  the  Bureau 
action  of  September  13,  1902,  rejecting  her  claim  filed  January  27, 
1902,  under  the  first  proviso  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  for  one-half 
the  pension  of  her  husband,  Edwin  P.  Fanning,  a  penvsioner  under 
Certificate  No.  260894,  at  $6  per  month,  on  the  ground  that  she  was 
not  in  necessitous  circumstances  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Claimant  contended  in  her  said  appeal  that  she  was  in  necessitous 
circumstances. 

The  appeal  was  considered  in  part  October  31,  1902,  when  in  view 
of  the  unsatisfactory  character  of  the  ex  parte  testimony  in  the  ca.se 
as  to  the  alleged  necessitous  circumstances  of  the  claimant,  as  well  as 
the  conflicting  testimon}'  as  to  the  alleged  marital  desertion  of  t'.ie 
claimant  by  pensioner,  the  papers  were  returned  to  the  Bureau  for  a 
special  examination,  readjudication,  and  report,  inviting  attention  to 
the  departmental  decision  of  May  31,  1902,  in  the  case  of  Fisher  v. 
Fisher  (12  P.  D.,  336),  as  to  the  construction  placed  upon  the  words 
'*ne<*,essitous  circumstances"  in  said  act  of  March  3,  1899. 

The  case  was  accordingly  specially  examined  in  December,  1902, 
and  on  January  7,  1903,  the  Bureau  allowed  the  claim  and  forwarded 
the  papers  for  final  disposition  of  the  appeal. 

Claimant's  contention  that  she  was  in  necessitous  circumstances  hav- 
ing been  conceded  by  the  Bureau  after  special  examination,  the  appeal 
is  dismissed,  and  the  papers  in  the  ca.se  arc  herewith  returned. 

p.  D.— VOL.  13—02 11 
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PeiLsioner  will  lie  entitled  to  thirty  days- from  receipt  of  a  copy  of 
this  dismisvsal  in  which  to  appeal  from  the  Bureau  action  of  Januarj'^  7, 
1903,  as  provided  in  Rules  14,  15,  and  16  of  Practice,  durinf^  which 
period  suspension  of  payment  of  the  one-half  of  the  pension  in  contro- 
versy will  be  continued.     (See  case  of  Ritter  v.  Ritter,  13  P.  D.,  40.) 


pathoix)gi<;^vi^  8eqitenc^e— l^ightninci  stuoke  ani>  paralysis. 

Emily  C.  Bridge  (widow). 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  t?how  that  poldier  incurred  a  sunstroke  while  in 
the  service,  and  tlie  evidence  shows  that  he  was  struck  by  lightning  and  that 
there,  was  a  paralytic  condition  of  the  left  leg  immediately  following;  that  he 
continuously  thereafter  manifested  symptoms  of  paralysis  of  left  side  and  was 
mentally  weak,  the  history  of  the  case  unmistakably  }K>inting  to  a  disease  of  the 
brain.     He  died  from  a  hrain  lesion  followed  by  general  paralysis,  June  26, 1899. 

Ileldf  That  as  there  is  a  strong  element  of  doubt  as  to  the  cause  of  the  fatal  brain 
trouhle,  such  doubt  will  be  resolved  in  favor  of  the  claimant  and  the  death  cause 
will  be  accepted  as  due  to  soldier's  military  service. 

AssiHtant  Secretary^  F.  L.  CampheU  to  the  Qnnmi^loner  of  Pen»ions^ 

January  31^  1903. 

Herewith  are  returned  the  papers  in  the  claim  of  Emily  C.  Bridge, 
which  was  first  considered  In^  the  Department  in  March  last,  when  the 
Bureau  was  instructed  to  reopen  the  widow's  claim  for  the  purpose  of 
a  special  examination. 

The  history  of  the  claim,  together  with  the  reasons  for  reopening 
the  same,  were  contained  in  said  letter,  but  in  order  that  a  full  under- 
standing may  be  hud  of  the  case  said  letter  will  be  repeated  herein. 

The  letter  reads  as  follows: 

Emily  C,  widow  of  Harvey  Bridge,  formerly  a  private  in  Company  D,  Thirty- 
second  Wist^onsin  Voluntei^r  Infantry,  fileil  July  22,  1899,  a  declaration  for  widow's 
pension  under  the  general  law,  alleging  the  death  of  the  soldier  June  26,  1899,  **of 
paralysis  due  to  a  stroke  of  lightning  incurre<l  in  the  alK)ve-named  service." 

This  claim  was  rejecte<l  Octol)er  2,  1901,  in  conformity  with  the  following  indoree- 
ment  on  fact*  brief  by  a  legal  reviewer:  • 

"Approved  for  rejection  on  the  ground  that  «>ldier*H  death  from  paralysis  (hemi- 
plegia) i.M  not  acct^pted  an  the  renult  of  partial  loss  of  right  thumb,  loss  of  sight  of 
left  eye  and  resulting  disea^ie  of  right  eye  for  which  he  wan  pensione*!,  nor  as  a  stMjuel 
of  allegtMl  stroke  of  lightning,  and  thei'e  is  no  record,  medical  or  other  satii^factory 
evidence  of  origin  in  service  of  any  disability  which  might  cause  the  fatal  disease. 
(See  medi<ral  action  on  preceding  face  brief.)" 

The  medical  action  to  which  reference  is  ma<le  is  dated  »September  13,  1901,  and 
shows  that  soldier's  death  "resulUnl  from  paralysis  (hemiplegia)  not  due  to  causes 
which  have  been  legally  accepted." 

As  indicated  in  the  [ireceding  indorsements,  the  soldier  was  at  the  date  of  his 
death  |>enyione<l  on  account  of  partial  loss  of  right  thumb,  loss  of  sight  of  left  eye, 
and  resulting  diseasi*  of  right  eye. 
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The  claimant  entered,  October  10,  1901,  an  appeal  from  the  action  rejecting  her 
claim,  setting  out  that  her  husband  was  pensione<i  at  the  rate  of  $30  per  month  for 
*' lightning  stroke  and  results  incurred  in  servicre  and  line  of  duty."  She  contends 
that  the  action  of  rejection  was  in  **  violation  of  all  the  rules  of  testimony,  as  the 
preponderance  of  proof  is  wholly  in  favor  of  the  claim." 

In  explanation  of  the  action  the  following  communication  frooi  the  Bureau,  under 
date  of  July  19,  1901,  was  sent  to  the  claimant: 

**  Madam:  Replying  to  your  recent  communication  addressed  to  the  President  and 
forwarded  to  this  Bureau  for  reply,  relative  to  your  claim,  No. 702437,  as  widow  of 
Harvey  Bridge,  late  of  Company  D,  Thirty-second  Wisconsin  Volunteer  Infantry, 
you  are  advised  as  follows: 

**  You  state  in  your  letter  that  at  the  time  of  the  soldier's  death  he  was  drawing  a 
pension  under  the  general  law,  at  the  rate  of  $30  per  month,  for  lightning  stroke  and 
results  incurred  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty;  that  he  died  from  the  disability 
above  set  forth,  and  that  upon  this  question  the  proof  is  conclusive. 

"The  statements  made  by  you  are  not  in  accordance  with  the  facts,  as  shown  by 
the  evidence  on  file  in  this  Bureau. 

"  First.  The  soldier  at  the  time  of  his  death  was  not  a  pensioner  for  lightning 
stroke  and  results  incurred  in  the  service.  If  you  will  examine  his  pension  certifi- 
cate you  will  see  that  he  was  pensioned  for  partial  loss  of  right  thumb,  loss  of  sight 
of  left  eye,  and  resulting  disease  of  right  eye.  The  Bureau  did  not  accept  these  dis- 
abilities as  a  result  of  a  stroke  of  lightning.  It  is  true  that  the  soldier  alleged  that 
while  in  service  he  had  incurred  a  lightning  stroke,  which  resulted  in  loss  of  sight 
of  left  eye.  However,  as  evidence  was  furnished  to  show  that  he  suffered  from  an 
affection  of  the  left  eye  while  in  service,  the  Bureau  accepted  the  same  as  sufficient 
to  show  the  incurrence  of  the  disease  of  left  eye  in  service  and  line  of  duty,  regard- 
less of  the  question  as  to  whether  the  same  was  a  result  of  a  lightning  stroke,  as 
alleged,  or  due  to  other  causes. 

**  Second.  The  disabilities  for  which  the  soldier  was  pensioned  were  not  the  cause 
of  his  death.  The  aflSdavit  of  Dr.  Baxter  filed  in  this  Bureau  shows  that  the  soldier 
died  as  a  result  of  hemiplegia,  or  paralysis  of  the  left  side,  and  general  debility,  due 
to  old  age  ana  long-continued  sickness.  The  hemiplegia  in  this  case  was,  undoubt- 
edly, a  result  of  cerebral  hemorrhage,  or  an  affection  of  the  brain  due  to  a  like  cause, 
resulting  from  a  degeneration  of  the  blood  vessels  of  the  brain.  Your  husband  at 
the  time  of  his  death  was  past  sixty-eight  years  of  age.  He  had  reached  the  time  of 
life  when  cerebral  hemorrhages  and  like  affections  of  the  blood  vessels  of  the  brain 
occur  most  frequently,  according  to  the  tables  of  vital  statistics.  Senile  degeneration 
of  the  arteries  is  universally  admitted  to  be  the  most  intent  cause  of  such  diseases, 
and,  as  before  stated,  the  soldier  is  shown  to  have  passed  his  sixty-eighth  year. 
Sui'h  a  cause  is  shown  to  have  existed  in  this  case,  and  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon 
you  to  show  that  his  death  was  due  to  other  causes. 

"As  the  soldier  lived  for  some  thirty-five  years  after  the  incurrence  of  the  alleged 
stroke  of  lightning,  and  as  the  certificates  of  his  numerous  medical  examinations  fail 
to  show  that  he  was  suffering  from  any  appre(;iable  results  thereof  during  that  period, 
his  death  can  not  be  a<'.cepted  as  a  result  of  the  lightning,  stroke  as  alleged. 

"Any  additional  testimony  that  you  may  desire  to  submit  to  show  that  the  sol- 
dier's death  was  the  result  of  his  military  service  will  be  given  careful  consideration 
by  the  Bureau." 

As  set  out  in  this  communication,  the  claimant  is  in  error  in  her  statement  that 
her  husband  was  a  pensioner  on  account  of  "lightning  stroke  and  results,"  but  it 
appears  that  as  a  fact  he  did  claim  in  his  declaration  for  invalid  pension  that  the  loss 
of  sight  was  due  to  a  lightning  stroke.  He  also  alleged  other  disabilities  as  due 
to  said  lightning  stroke  which  may  have  Ix^aring  on  the  death  cause,  and  for  this 
reason  the  history  of  the  claims  filed  by  the  soldier  will  be  herein  briefly  reviewed. 
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This  Mx»ui8  tne  uiore  necessary  on  account  of  tlie  statement  in  the  indorsement 
rejecting  tlie  widow's  claim,  that  there  is  *'no  satisfactory  evidence  of  origin  in 
service  (»f  any  difiability  wliich  might  cause  the  fatal  disease" — paralysis. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  show'  that  he  was  enrolled  in  Company  G, 
First  Wisconsin  Infantry,  September  12,  1861,  and  discharged  May  12,  1862,  on  sur- 
geon's certificate  of  disability. 

A  copy  of  said  certificate  of  disability  is  not  on  file  with  the  case.  The  medical 
records  show  Lim  treated  from  March  11, 1862,  for  rheumatism,  and  furloughed  April 
30,  1862. 

He  again  enlisttHl  August  21,  1862,  in  Company  D,  Thirty-second  Wisconsin  Vol- 
unteer Infantry,  and  was  mustereil  out  June  12, 1865.  The  reconl  further  shows  that 
he  was  admitted  to  post  hospital,  Decatur,  Ala.,  June  25,  1804,  with  sunstroke,  and 
retunied  to  duty  July  12,  1864. 

He  filed  his  first  declaration  for  pension  November  11,  1878,  in  which  he  alleged, 
among  other  things,  that  at  Decatur,  Ala.,  while  on  picket  duty,  in  March,  1864,  he 
was  struck  by  lightning  and  remained  unconscious  for  al)Out  four  hours,  an<l  after 
regaining  consciousness  he  was  totally  blind  in  left  eye. 

In  a  declaration  filed  April  21,  1881,  he  alleged  that  he  was  disable<l  by  partial 
paralysis  of  left  side  in  addition  to  the  causes  for  which  pension  had  l^een  allowed. 
This  appears  to  have  ])een  the  first  paper  execute<i  by  the  soldier  in  which  jmralysis 
of  left  side  was  alleged,  but  in  eupiM)rt  of  his  orignal  claim  he  file<i  February  6, 1880, 
an  affidavit  of  Dr.  (teorge  W.  Fay,  I'dU*  assistant  surgeon,  Thirty-second  Wisconsin 
Volunteer  Infantry,  which  sets  out  the  soldier  was  struck  by  lightning  and  "taken 
up  for  dcatl,"  and  that  after  several  hours'  treatment  he  revive<l,  but  did  not  entirely 
recover  so  long  as  he  hatl  knowledge  of  him,  and  that  his  left  side  was  paralyzed  and 
the  sight  of  the  left  eye  was  very  uuich  affected. 

It  will  he  noted  that  this  afti<lavit  was  filed  in  support  of  the  soldier's  claim  for 
pension  on  account  of  the  loss  of  sight  of  left  eye  and  Ijefore  he  claimed  pension  on 
account  of  paralysis  of  left  side,  and  this  is  also  tnie  of  the  afiidavit  of  Dr.  Isaac 
Howard,  filed  July  30,  1880,  in  which  he  testified  as  follows: 

n*  *  *  That  I  was  called  to  attend  the  saicl  applicant  frequently  in  summer  of 
1865  in  a  professional  manner.  This  was  immediately  after  his  return  from  the 
Army.  That  I  treated  him  also  in  the  summer  of  1866,  and  have  been  personally 
acquainted  with  said  Harvey  Bridge  ever  since.  That  when  I  first  saw  him,  the 
said  Ilarvey  Bridge,  the  thumb  of  his  right  hand  had  l)een  amputated  and  the  sight 
of  his  left  eye  destroyed  and  the  left  side  paralyzed,  and  that  said  disabilities  have 
continued  until  the  present  time;  and  further  that  his  disability  is  permanent  and 
can  never  he  remove<l,  and  further  say  that  I  have  fto  interest  in  the  above  claim." 

Dr.  Ix»onidas  K.  Best  testified  in  an  affidavit  filed  May  13,  1886,  that  the  soldier 
was  subject  to  fainting  spells  of  epileptic  type. 

June  14,  1887,  he  was  adjudge<l  **a  mentally  incompetent  person"  by  the  proljate 
court  of  county  of  Kent,  Mich. 

The  captain  of  his  company,  James  Freeman,  testified  as  to  the  lightning  stroke, 
and  that  *'  he  always  dragged  his  foot  in  marching,  after  said  injury,  the  left  foot,"  etc. 

In  the  last  certificate  of  medical  examination,  which  was  made  under  a  pending 
claim.  May  15, 1891),  or  about  six  weeks  prior  to  the  soldier's  death,  shows  that  paral- 
ysis  of  left  side  was  then  well  markeil.  He  could  not  use  left  hand  at  all,  finger 
were  stiff  and  atrophied. 

He  could  not  stand  without  support  and  could  not  w^alk  without  assistance. 

The  other  certificates  of  examination  in  the  case,  five  in  number,  fail  to  disclose 
that  he  was  suffering  with  paralysis,  although  in  his  statements  to  the  several  boards 
making  said  examinations  he  reiterated  his  claim  that  he  was  so  afflicted. 

G.  A.  Baxter,  M.  D.,  furnished  Octol)er  14, 1899,  the  following  affidavit  in  support 
of  the  widow's  claim: 
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"♦  ♦  »  j£^  ^l^^\  m^^  know  the  soldier  prior  to  enlistment.  The  first  time  he 
ever  saw  him  was  on  or  alx>ut  the  5th  day  of  December,  1897,  when  he  was  called 
to  treat  his  wife,  Mrs.  Bridge,  for  an  injury  from  a  fall.  On  or  about  January  2, 
1899,  I  was  calleil  to  treat  Harvey  Bridge.  At  that  time  he  was  the  \ictim  of  hemi- 
plegia, totally  helpless  as  to  both  motion  and  sensation  in  arm,  and  with  the  slight- 
cet  degree  of  greatly  retarded  motion  in  foot  alone.  Inability  to  retain  urine  any 
length  of  time.  He  had  a  stroke  of  paralysis  embracing  one  whole  side.  Also  great 
dyspnoea,  and  died  as  a  result  of  the  above  difficulties,  including  the  general  debility 
of  old  age  and  long-continued  sickness,  on  the  26th  day  of  June,  1899,  in  Chattanooga, 
Tenn." 

It  Is  noted  that  Dr.  Baxter  fails  to  state  when  the  stroke  of  paralysis  occurred,  or 
the  <*ondition  of  the  soldier  on  the  5th  of  December,  1897,  when  he  first  saw  him. 
He  alio  fails  to  state  the  nature  of  the  ''long-continued  sickness"  which  was  a  factor 
in  death  cause. 

The  Bureau  evidently  regarded  the  paralysis  of  left  side  which  caused  the  soldier's 
death  as  due  to  a  cerebral  hemorrhage  occurring  at  a  recent  perio<l;  and  a  result  of  a 
degeneration  of  the  blood  vessels  of  the  brain  and  that  such  degeneration  was  prob- 
ably doe  to  senile  changes.  In  view  of  the  record  and  the  evidence  in  this  case  these 
conclusions  are  not  fully  warranted.  In  the  first  place  we  have  in  rheumatii^m,  of 
which  there  is  a  record,  a  cause  for  such  hemorrhage.  In  the  second  place  it  can 
not  be  denied  that  the  pensioner  suffered  with  left  hemiplegia  at  a  period  long  l)efore 
the  "stroke"  testified  to  by  Dr.  Baxter.  Furthermore,  the  evidence  is  not  clear 
that  he  ha<l  such  stroke  in  January,  1899.  He  was  mentally  incompiitent  in  1886, 
an<l  was«  8ubjet;t  to  epileptiform  seizures.  He  incurred  a  sunstroke  in  service,  and 
proljably  also  a  lightning  stroke.  In  other  words,  there  were  sufficient  causes  of 
iHT\ice  origin  to  account  for  a  disease  of  his  brain.  All  hemiplegias  are  not  due  to 
cerebral  hemorrhages.  It  must  be  more  than  a  coincidence  that  he  was  paralyzed 
in  Her\'ice  and  showed  symptoms  of  same  for  a  long  i>eriod  thereafter,  and  died  of 
like  lause  in  1899. 

All  the  facts  and  circumstances  in  this  case  warrant  a  reopening  of  the  widow^'s 
rejecte<l  claim,  and  it  is  so  directed.  The  {tapers  should  \ye  referre<l  to  the  special 
examination  division  of  the  Bureau  with  instruction  that  persons  having  knowledge 
of  the  soldier's  condition  in  service  and  afterwards  l)e  seen  and  their  depositions 
taken. 

The  special  examination  was  duly  made  as  directed  in  the  preceding 
letter  and  the  Bureau  considered  the  evidenco  thus  obtained  and  again 
rejected  the  claim  upon  the  grounds  previously  stated.  In  fact,  the 
status  of  the  case  so  far  as  the  Bureau  is  concerned  remains  unchanged 
with  the  exception  that  it  is  admitted  the  soldier  sustained  a  lightning 
stroke  in  service  as  shown  by  the  recent  legal  approval  on  the  brief 
face.  Said  legal  approval  not  only  admits  origin  in  service  of  light- 
ning stroke  but  any  disability  resulting  therefrom.  In  the  recent 
medical  action  on  the  case,  paralysis  (hemiplegia)  is  not  accepted  as  a 
result  of  said  lightning  stroke. 

The  testimony  of  witnesses  as  to  incurrence  of  lightning  stroke  will 
not  l>e  discusvsed,  as  the  Bureau  has  accepted  that  such  was  the  case. 
The  real  question  at  issue  is  whether  said  lightning  stroke  so  atfect^^d 
the  soldier  as  to  lead  to  his  death  in  the  manner  described  by  the 
attending  physician. 

As  indicated  in  the  letter  herein  (quoted,  the  Department  is  not  pre- 
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pared  to  concur  in  the  conclusion   reached  by  the  medical  branch  of 
the  Bureau.     As  before  stated,  all  hemiplegias  are  not  caused  by  cere 
bral  hemorrhage. 

It  was  pointed  out  in  said  letter  that  the  affidavit  of  the  assistant 
surgeon  of  the  soldier's  regiment,  filed  February  (>,  1880,  showed  he 
was  struck  by  lightning  and  "  taken  up  for  dend,"  and  that  he  did  not 
recover  as  long  as  the  affiant  knew  him,  and  that  his  left  side  was 
paralyzed.  This  witness  was  not  seen  by  a  special  examiner,  and  the 
failure  to  do  so  is  not  explained. 

Of  the  original  medical  affiants  in  the  case  it  is  shown  that  Dr.  Isaac 
Howard  is  dead  and  that  Dr.  J.  E.  Breed  is  reported  mentally  incom- 
petent. Dr.  Howard's  affidavit  was  made  a  part  of  the  letter  of  the 
Department  heretofore  quoted. 

Dr.  Breed,  in  an  affidavit  in  his  own  handwriting  filed  in  the  case 
September  15,  I8i)4r,  testified  that  he  had  pmcticed  medicine  for  forty- 
five  years;  was  well  acquainted  with  the  soldier;  knew  him  prior  to 
his  entering  the  service  and  ever  since.  He  had  never  treated  him, 
but  was  familiar  with  all  his  symptoms.  His  left  eye  was  badly  dis- 
eased and  his  left  side  and  limbs  nearly  paralyzed.  ^'  He  goes  trem- 
bling and  tottering  and  groping  in  a  feeble  way  distressing  to  see.  He 
is  a  wreck  and  has  been  ever  since  he  came  from  the  Army,  mentall}- 
and  physically." 

Dr.  1).  E.  Best,  of  Grand  Rapids,  Mich.,  testified  l)eforethe  sjwcial 
examiner  that  all  he  can  recall  in  regard  to  the  soldier  was  that  he  was 
])rought  t<)  him  with  a  view  to  have  him  certify  that  his  disabilities 
continued.     He  made  an  affidavit  at  the  time. 

This  affidavit  has  been  heretofore  noted. 

Dr.  (rriswold,  also  of  Gnind  Rapids,  Mich.,  who  had  not  before 
furnished  evidence  in  the  case,  onh^  as  a  member  of  an  examining 
board,  testified  Iwfore  the  examiner  that  he  remembered  the  soldier, 
who  formerly  lived  in  Grand  Rapids.  His  books  show  that  he  treated 
him  f  recjuently  during  the  year  1881  and  again  in  1891,  but  the  causes 
for  treatment  are  not  recorded.  He,  however,  recalls  him  as  a  spare 
built,  unhealthy  looking  man  with  a  jx^culiar  looking  eye  and  pro- 
gressive ataxics  symptoms  and  the  appearance  of  a  man  suffering  from 
progressive  ataxia  or  some  form  of  spinal  disease.  He  (ran  not  remem- 
ber that  he  used  one  limb  differentlv  from  the  other.  He  remembers 
him  as  a  garrulous  man  with  less  than  average  mentality.  This  wit- 
ness was  a  meml)er  of  the  ]>oard  of  examiners  at  (Jnind  Rapids,  and 
in  such  capacity  examined  the  soldier  March  5,  18Tt>,  April  30,  1881, 
and  August  1(>,  1S82,  and  signed  the  certificates  of  said  examinations 
which  stated  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  panilysis.  The  affidavit 
of  this  physician  t(»nds  to  lessen  the  value  of  said  certifiaites. 

Dr.  \V.  H.  Blakeley,  of  Bowling  Green,  Ky.,  testified  that  he  prac- 
ticed medicine  for  about  twenty -five  years;  that  he  knew  Harvey 
Bridge,  the  soldier.     He  can  not  say  that  he  gave  him  any  special 
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treatment.  ""He  had  paralysis  agitans,  and  was  partially  deaf,  and 
was  virtually  an  imbecile.  He  has  no  idea  what  caused  the  paralysis." 
While  he  knew  him  he  was  not  able  to  do  any  labor.  He  was  inca- 
pacitated mentally  and  physically.  The  most  of  the  time  he*  required 
the  attendance  of  another  person. 

Dr.  Baxter,  of  Chattanooga,  Tenn.,  the  remaining  medical  witness, 
testified  that  his  recollection  of  the  case  is  too  indistinct  to  be  of  value. 
He  is  sure  he  had  paralysis,  which  proved  fatal.  He  was  first  called 
to  treat  the  wife  of  the  soldier,  and  can  not  say  as  to  his  condition  at 
the  time  further  than  he  had  some  trouble  with  one  eye,  was  weak  . 
mentally  and  physically.  It  was  perhaps  a  year  and  a  half  after  treat- 
ing his  wife  that  he  was  called  to  see  the  soldier,  and  found  he  had  a 
stroke  of  paralysis;  one  side  was  affected;  does  not  remember  which 
side.  He  can  not  remember  that  he  had  any  paralysis  when  he  was 
called  to  treat  his  wife.  It  is  his  opinion  the  paralysis  was  due  to  cere- 
bral hemorrhage,  but  he  can  not  be  certain  as  there  was  no  post- 
moi*tem  examination.  Old  age  and  general  debility  would  bring  about 
"changes  in  the  coats  of  the  blood  vessels  of  the  })rain,  which  might 
lead  to  rupture  and  hemorrhage  in  the  brain." 

Not  one  of  these  witnesses  gives  dates  of  treatment  of  the  soldier 
and  same  can  only  be  approximated  from  the  testimony  of  the  claimant, 
w^ho  testifies  as  to  time  of  residence  in  the  places  where  the  witnesses 
lived. 

The  testimony  of  many  lay  witnesses  was  taken,  some  as  to  origin, 
but  most  as  bearing  upon  the  soldier's  condition  after  his  discharge 
from  the  service. 

The  claimant*  whose  reputation  is  reported  as  ''good,"  testified  that 
she  was  living  at  Oshkosh,  Wis.,  when  her  husband  returned  from  the 
Arm3^  At  that  time  his  left  eye  was  blind  and  his  left  side  was  par- 
tially paralyzed.  He  complained  of  numbness  of  left  arm  and  leg, 
also  of  dizzy  spells  and  pain  in  head.  He  would  have  something  like 
fainting  spells  and  would  fall.  There  was  no  timc^  after  his  discharge 
until  his  death  when  it  was  safe  for  him  to  be  alone.  She  has  seen 
him  when  he  walked  as  if  he  were  intoxicat(»d,  when  in  fact  he  was 
not.  He  was  sometimes  unconscious,  and  he  always  vomitinl  after  the 
spells  described.  "  His  eyes  would  dance  up  and  down  even  when  not 
in  one  of  the  said  spells  if  he  got  excited."  Sometimes  his  head  would 
jerk  if  he  became  tired  or  excited.  They  lived  on  a  farm  in  Wiscon- 
sin for  eight  or  ten  years  after  the  soldier's  return  from  tlie  Army, 
when  they  removed  to  Grand  Rapids,  Mich.,  and  lived  there  for 
eighteen  years.  From  this  place  they  removed  to  Clintonville,  Wis., 
and  stayed  some  six  or  seven  years;  thence  to  Bowling  (Jreen,  Ky., 
where  they  resided  for  a  little  less  than  a  year.  From  Bowling 
Green  they  went  to  Chattanooga,  where  her  husband  died.  She 
L'hould  have  stated  that  after  her  husband  returned  from  the  Am^y 
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they  first  resided  at  Flowerfield,  Mich.  At  this  place  his  physician 
was  Dr.  Isaac  Howard.  Dr.  Griswold  was  their  physician  at  Grand 
Rapids,  and  Dr.  Breed  at  Clintonville.  Dr.  Blakeley  was  the  soldier'^s 
phj'sician  at  Bowling  Green. 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  testimony  of  these  several  physicians  named 
by  the  claimant  shows  the  soldier  presented  during  the  whole  period 
from  discharge  to  death  a  connected  history  of  some  disease  of  his 
nervous  system,  the  symptoms  pointing  particularly  to  some  lesion  of 
the  bmin. 

The  claimant  further  testified  that  the  soldier's  fatal  attack  differed 
from  the  previous  ones  only  in  severity.  The  doctor  was  not  immedi- 
ately called.  He  was  not  entirely  paralyzed  until  this  bad  spell  in 
December,  1898. 

After  this  attack  it  was  necessarj^  to  fan  him  all  the  time,  his  breath- 
ing was  ])ad  and  the  doctor  said  it  was  because  he  was  paralyzed  across 
his  stomach  and  bowels.  On  the  day  after  Dr.  Baxter  was  called  the 
soldier  reniark(*d  that  his  left  arm  was  becoming  paralyzed,  and  within 
a  day  or  two  he  said  his  left  leg  also  was  getting  worse.  Finally  all 
parts  became  paralyzed  with  the  exception  of  the  right  arm. 

Other  members  of  the  soldier's  famil}'^  gave  evidence  before  the 
special  examiner,  but  as  said  testimony  is  to  the  same  effect  as  tliat 
already  referred  to  it  will  not  be  abstracted.  It  can  be  said,  however, 
that  the  evidence  of  all  the  other  lay  witnesses  in  the  catse  joints  to  the 
fact  that  the  soldier  was  weak  minded  and  manifested  some  abnor- 
mality of  left  arm  and  leg,  which  was  thought  to  be  paralysis. 

Some  adverse  testimony  was  introduced  into  the  case  by  a  witness 
as  to  origin  in  service  of  lightning  stroke,  this  witness  expressing 
the  belief  that  soldier  did  not  receive  a  lightning  stroke,  but  did  con- 
tract syphilis  in  service,  and  was  otherwise  suffering  from  the  effects 
of  vicious  habits.  The  evidence  given  by  this  witness  is  largely  out- 
weijjhed  and  is  entirelv  insuflScient  to  establish  the  facts  to  which  he 
testified. 

To  recapitulate:  The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  the  sol- 
dier incurred  a  sunstroke  while  in  the  service,  and  the  evidence  of 
officers  of  his  regiment,  im^luding  the  surgeon  and  his  comrades,  shows 
that  ho  was  struck  by  lightning,  that  there  was  a  paraWtic  condition 
of  left  leg  immediately  following  the  said  stroke  of  lightning,  and  that 
he  continuously  manifested  symptoms  of  pamlysis  of  left  side  and  was 
mentally  weak.  The  whole  history  of  the  case  unmistakably  points  to 
a  disease  of  the  brain,  and  it  remains  to  be  determined  whether  it  is 
probable*  said  disease  of  the  brain  was  caused  by  lightning  stroke  and 
was  th(»  saine  that  caused  the  soldier's  death  or  was  pathologically 
related. 

It  seems  to  the  Department  that  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the 
lightning  stroke  dtitod  the  commencement  of  his  mental  defect,  and  it 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   PENSIONS.  169 

seeniH  rciisonable  to  ascribe  the  weakness  or  paralysis  of  his  left  side 
to  the  same  accident. 

In  regard  to  the  effects  of  a  lightning  stroke  on  the  brain  Clevenger 
(Medical  Jurisprudence  of  Insanity)  says  same  may  cause  symptoms 
identical  with  those  due  to  head  injury.  Now,  it  is  well  known  that  a 
head  injury  apparently  slight  in  character  may  cause  capillary  apo- 
plexies, which  could,  of  course,  excite  inflammation  and  result  in 
chronic  abscess  of  the  brain. 

The  Department  appreciates  the  fact  that  the  interval  of  time 
between  the  lightning  stroke  and  the  death  of  the  soldier  raises  a 
doubt  as  to  the  possibility  of  an  abscess  continuing  for  such  a  period, 
but  there  is  recorded  in  Ziemssen's  Cyclopaedia  of  Medicine  a  case 
where  the  duration  of  the  latent  stage  was  twenty-six  years.  This 
same  authority  says  the  symptoms  of  the  localized  disease  ma}'  be 
''Hemiplegia,  or  hemiparesis,  or  paralysis  merely  of  one  extremity." 

The  attending  physician  of  the  soldier  testified  that  he  is  sure  the 
soldier  was  paralyzed  and  that  it  is  his  opinion  said  paralysis  was  due 
to  cerebi-al  hemorrhage,  but  that  he  could  not  be  certiiin  ])ecausc  there 
was  no  post-mortem  examination. 

Huguenin  (Affections  of  the  brain,  Ziemssen  Cyclopaedia  of  Medicine) 
savs: 

If  an  a>j6ces8  breaks  through  into  the  ventricle,  the  terminal  sta^c  can  comport 
itself  as  in  a  lai^e  acute  apoplexy.  We  have  even  seen  several  embolic  infarctions 
with  considerable  hemorrhagei  which  broke  through  the  region  of  the  gan<;lia  into 
the  ventricle — that  is,  which  burst  the  thin  wall  between  the  focus  and  ventricle  and 
caused  the  symptoms  of  perforation  of  an  abscess,  exactly  as  above  descrihe<l,  and 
were  also  diagnosticated  during  life  as  ruptured  foci.  If,  however,  the  antecedents 
of  the  patient  are  not  accurately  known,  the  differentiation  here  is  impossible. 

If  the  abscess  pursues  a  typical  course,  and  if  it  can  l)e  ac^curately  followed  from 
the  beginning,  it  is  of  course  impossible  to  mistake  it  for  apoplexy  and  embolism. 

The  Department  quotes  this  authority  to  show  that  in  cjiscs  where 
"  the  antecedents  arc  not  accumtely  known  "  a  rupture  of  a  chronic 
al)sce88  of  the  brain  can  not  \yo  differentiated  from  a  cerebral  hemor- 
rhage, apoplexy. 

The  attending  physician  of  the  soldier  had  not  an  accurate  knowl- 
edge of  the  case — had  not  followed  it  from  the  beginning  -hence  may 
have  been  mistaken  as  to  the  real  pathology. 

The  Department  fully  indorses  the  statement  contained  in  the 
Bureau's  letter  to  the  claimant  that  the  soldier  had  reached  an  age 
when  cerebral  hemorrhage  and  like  affections  of  the  brain  occur  most 
frequently,  and  that  senile  degeneration  of  the  arteries  is  universally 
admitted  to  be  the  most  potent  cause  of  such  diseases,  and  1ms  so  held 
in  many  cases,  yet  in  this  case  there  is  a  strong  element  of  doubt  as 
to  the  cause  of  the  fatal  brain  trouble  and  it  is  believed  this  doubt 
should  be  resolved  in  favor  of  the  claimant. 

The  action  is  reversed. 
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Al»PEAL-I»ltrV<mCE—INCIiEvVSE— DISABILITY— TinRI>  GRADE* 

EVIDENCE. 

William  McCracken. 

1.  Where  the  attorney  of  record  files  an  appeal  in  an  invalid  claim  after  a  soldier's 

death,  and  the  surviving  widow  thereafter  executes  a  power  of  attorney  to  the 
same  attorney  empowering  him  to  prosecute  said  appeal  and  claim,  she  adopts 
said  appeal  as  her  own,  and  from  that  time  on  such  attorney  represents  the 
widow  and  not  the  deceased  soldier,  and  said  appeal  will  be  treated  as  a  valid 
8ul)siHting  appeal  made  by  the  widow. 

2.  Soldier  was  pensioned  under  the  general  law  at  the  rate  of  $17  per  month  by 

reason  of  a  disability  resulting  from  right  inguinal  hernia,  rheumatism  and 
resulting  disease  of  the  heart.  On  August  15, 1900,  he  filed  a  claim  for  increase, 
which  was  rejected  on  June  29,  1901,  on  the  ground  that  $17  per  month  was 
commensurate  to  existing  disability  due  to  the  causes  on  account  of  which  he 
was  pensioned.  It  is  held  that  said  action  was  erroneous  for  the  reason  that  the 
certificate  of  medical  examination  held  under  the  pending  claim  disclosed  the 
existence  of  a  disability  which  was  equivalent  to  the  loss  of  a  hand  or  a  foot. 

Assistant  Secretary  I^\  Z.  Campbell  to  tJte  dmiviinsHmer  of  Pensions^ 

January  Sl^  1903. 

William  McCracken,  second  lieutenant  of  Company  D,  Seventieth 
Indiana  Volunteer  Infantry,  was  pensioned  under  the  provisions  of 
the  general  law  by  reason  of  a  disability  resulting  from  right  inguinal 
hernia,  rheumatism  and  resulting  disease  of  the  he^rt.  From  June 
22,  1889,  he  received  $17  per  month.  On  August  15,  1900,  he  filed  a 
claim  for  increase,  which  claim  was  rejected  l)y  action  taken  on  June 
29,  1900,  on  the  ground  that  $17  per  month  was  commensui'ate  to 
existing  disability  due  to  the  causes  which  had  been  accepted. 

It  appears  that  the  soldier  died  on  September  13, 1901,  and  on  Octo- 
ber 12  next  thereafter  his  attorney  of  recprd  filed  an  appeal  i*esting 
upon  the  cont/ontion  therein  set  forth  as  follows: 

Said  pent?ioner  is  in  receipt  of  $17  per  month  upon  disability  from  right  inguinal 
hernia,  rheumatism  and  resulting  diseafie  of  heart,  disabilities  incurred  while  in  the 
military  service  as  shown  and  established  by  him.  Filed  an  application  for  increase 
August,  1900.  Was  medically  examinetl  by  a  board  of  surge<m8  at  Martinsville,  Ind., 
February  27,  1901.  He  contends  that  he  was  acconled  a  very  fair  medical  examina- 
tion by  said  boar<i,  and  Ijelieves  that  the  decision  of  claim  was  not  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendation  made  by  said  board  in  the  report  of  said  examination,  as 
stated.  That  he  believes  the  same  to  have  been  shown  that  his  disabilities  were 
equivalent  to  the  loss  of  a  hand  or  foot. 

On  Decem])er  27,  1901,  was  filed  a  power  of  attorney  by  Laura 
McCracken,  tl.e  widow  of  the  soldier,  in  which  she  appointed  Henry 
Holt,  the  same  attorney  who  filed  the  appeal  above  mentioned,  her 
true  and  lawful  attorney  in  fact,  with  full  and  legal  authority  to  prose- 
cute the  above-mentioned  claim.     In  said  paper  she  declares  as  follows: 

That  nhe  is  the  widow  of  said  soldier,  and  that  he  die<l  on  the  13th  day  of  Sep- 
tember, 1901,  anil  left  pending  an  appeal  from  dmsion  of  honorable  Commissioner 
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of  Pensions  by  docket  No.  71,507,  relative  to  adverse  decision  in  claim  for  increase 
of  pension  under  certificate  No.  206518,  and  she  desires  to  complete  said  appeal  to 
final  decision,  and  she  executes  this  for  said  purpose. 

It  will  be  ohseiTed  that  the  soldier  died  shortly  after  the  rejection 
of  his  claim  for  increase,  and  that  his  attorney  of  record  filed  an 
appeal  in  the  case  after  his  death,  and  that  while  said  appeal  was  on 
file  the  claimant  in  the  case  executed  the  above-recited  power  of  attor- 
ney. The  letter  transmitting  the  papers  in  the  case  suggests  that  the 
appeal  should  be  dismissed  for  the  reason  that  the  same  was  filed  after 
the  death  of  the  soldier.  Attention  is  called  to  the  decision  in  the 
case  of  Floyd  C.  Webster,  certificate  No.  308282.  The  appeal  in  the 
Webster  case  was  dismissed  on  the  ground  that  the  same  was  filed  by 
the  attorne3-s  of  the  soldier  after  the  time  of  his  death.  The  case  of 
Margaret  Hawkins  (10  P.  D.,  191)  was  cited  as  authority  for  the  action 
taken.     In  the  Hawkins  case  it  was  held  as  follows: 

Where  a  claimant  dies  prior  to  the  final  rejection  of  pension  claim  l)y  the  Bureau 
of  Pensions  the  authority  of  the  attorney  of  claimant  is  terminated,  and  without  fur- 
ther authority  from  those  succeeding  to  the  right,  in  whole  or  in  part,  of  the  deceased 
claimant  the  attorney  has  no  right,  power,  or  authority  to  appeal  from  such  Bureau 
action. 

A  similar  ruling  was  made  in  the  case  of  James  Keating  (7  P.  D., 
280),  wherein  it  was  held  as  follows: 

Where  the  soldier  died  before  final  at^tion  by  the  Bureau  of  Pensions,  his  claim 
having  been  sulisequently  rejected. 

Held,  That  the  attorney  of  record  has  no  l^gal  right  to  appeal  from  such  rejection 
without  first  obtaining  from  the  widow  of  the  soldier  a  power  of  attorney  to  continue 
its  prosecution. 

It  will  be  observed  that  there  is  a  distinction  between  the  cases  cited 
and  the  claim  at  bar.  In  neither  of  said  cases  does  it  appear  that  the 
widow  or  anyone  succeeding  to  the  right  of  tiie  soldier  ever  at  any 
time  executed  a  power  of  attorney  to  the  person  filing  the  appeal.  It 
becomes  therefore  a  pertinent  and  material  question  in  this  case  to 
consider  the  effect  of  the  above- recited  power  of  attorne3\ 

In  tihe  case  of  William  H.  Hughes,  deceased  (9  P.  D.,  152),  is  a 
relevant  point.  In  that  case  it  appears  that  the  soldier's  claim  was 
rejected  on  July  31,  1894,  and  that  he  died  on  June  13,  1896,  without 
having  appealed  from  said  rejection.  His  widow  filed  an  appeal  on 
May  10,  1897.  In  passing  upon  her  rights  under  said  appeal  it  was 
held  as  follows: 

The  right  of  the  widow  of  a  soldier,  who  had  made  a  proper  application  for  a  pen- 
sion, to  complete  hi^s  claim  has  never  been  questioned,  but  she  has  uniformly  been 
denied  the  right  to  set  up  a  new  claim  in  her  deceased  husband's  case  aft«r  his 
death.  In  a  soldier's  claim  in  process  of  adjudication  in  your  Bureau,  when  the 
claimant  dies  the  ^idow  has  been  accorded  the  right  to  do  anything  in  the  claim 
that  her  deceased  husband  could  have  done  had  he  Ixjcn  living.  In  other  wonls, 
under  section  4718,  Revised  Statutes,  and  the  act  of  March  2,  1895,  she  succeeded  to 
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his  rigliUi,  not  only  to  receive  the  pension  when  granted,  but  to  prosecate  the  claim 
to  a  final  adjudication.  One  of  these  rights  is  the  right  to  appeal  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  from  the  rejection  of  the  claim  or  from  the  rate  allowed,  etc. 

It  appears  from  this  authority  that  the  widow  had  the  right  of 
appeal  at  the  time  when  she  executed  the  above-mentioned  power  of 
attorney.  It  does  not  matter  whether  the  appeal  which  had  been  filed 
before  that  time  was  void  or  not,  neither  does  it  matter  whether  it  had 
ever  been  placed  on  file.  When  she  placed  on  file  her  power  of  attor- 
ney she  adopted  the  appeal  as  her  own,  and  from  that  time  on  the 
attorney  of  record  represented  her  and  not  the  soldier.  It  is  just  the 
same  as  if  tlie  appeal  had  been  in  the  office  or  the  pocket  of  the 
attorney  up  to  that  time.  The  date  on  which  an  appeal  is  filed  is 
immaterial  for  the  reason  that  it  affects  no  one's  rights,  nor  is  it 
affected  by  any  statute  of  limitation.  There  is  now,  therefore,  a  valid 
subsisting  appeal  made  by  the  widow  of  the  soldier  from  the  rejection 
of  his  claim  for  increase. 

The  soldier  was  dependent  upon  the  disclosures  of  a  certifiaite  of 
medical  examination  made  under  his  pending  claim  for  increase.  Such 
an  examination  was  conducted  on  February  27,  1901.  The  medical 
certificate  of  that  date  describes  the  following  conditions: 

Pulse  rate  100,  108,  120;  respiration  18,  20,  26;  temj>erature  98;  height  5  feet  (^ 
inches;  actual  weight  115  i>ounds;  age  62  years.     Nutrition  poor;  tongue  fissured 
throat  normal.    Chest,  at  re«t,  33  inches;  inspiration  34;  expiration  32.     Walla  sym- 
metrical ;  skin  sallow.     Claimant  lean  of  flesh. 

Right  external  inguinal  ring  1  inch  in  diameter;  tumor  passes  through  external 
ring.  Tumor  is  large  and  passes  into  scrotum  when  not  supported  by  a  truss;  can 
be  retained  by  a  truss;  a  truss  is  worn.  Allege<I  cause,  strain  in  building  breastworks 
near  Atlanta,  (ia.,  in  1864.  Kate,  inguinal  hernia,  right  side,  fifteen-eighteenths,  sec- 
ond lieutenant. 

The  shoulders  and  right  hip  crepitate  and  are  limited  in  motion.  The  right  shoul- 
der is  limited  one- third,  the  left  one  and  right  hip  one-fourth  in  motion.  Finger 
joints  right  hand  enlarged  and  right  little  finger  permanently  flexed  at  right  angles  at 
metacarpo-phalangeal  joint.  Limbs  symmetrical;  no  (jedema,  no  cyanosis.  Alleges 
dyspnu'a  on  lying  down.  No  disease  of  lungs  present.  Rheumatism,  eight-eight- 
eenths. 

The  action  of  heart  is  rapid,  tumultuous,  and  excitable;  slight  friction  observed  on 
contraction;  apex  l)eat  2J  inches  below  and  half  inch  to  right  of  left  nipple.  Area 
of  dullness  not  increat^ed  materially.  We  think  right  side  of  heart  slightly  dilated; 
cause,  rheumatism.     Rate,  disease  of  heart,  eight-eight^'enths. 

Claimant  can  not  stand  steady  with  c}\^  closed.  Knee  clonus  alxjve  normal. 
Emaciation  marked,  (leneral  debility  is  very  evident  in  this  case.  This  claimant 
is  disabled  equal  to  the  loss  of  a  hand  or  foot  for  purixjses  of  manual  labor,  and  is 
entitled  to  $24  per  month.     No  signs  of  vicious  habits,  no  other  disabilities  found. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  medical  board  which  conducted  the  above- 
mentioned  examination,  the  soldier  was  entitled  to  $24  per  month,  and 
the  conditions  described  by  them  manifestly  indicate  the  existence  of 
a  disability  which  is  equivalent  to  the  loss  of  a  hand  or  a  foot.  This 
view  is  verv  nuich  strenjrthened  ])v  the  fact  that  the  soldier  died  from 
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disease  of  the  heart,  for  which  he  was  pensioned,  his  death  occurring 
during  the  same  year  in  which  the  above-mentioned  medical  examina- 
tion was  had. 

The  action  complained  of  is  reversed,  with  directions  that  the  claifii 
J>e  rcadjudicated  in  accordance  with  this  opinions 


M-VRRIAGE— SLAVES  IN   LOUISIANA-EVIDENCE— ^VI>ULTEROUS  COHABI- 
TATION. 

Hester  A.  Inghams  (wiix)w). 

Clai'nant  and  soldier,  slaves,  lived  together,  with  their  master's  consent,  as  husband 
and  wife,  for  several  years  prior  and  up  to  said  soldier's  enlistment.  Soldier  died 
in  the  service  subse<iuent  to  the  adoption  of  the  constitution  of  Louisiana  of  July 
23, 18H4.  After  soldier's  death  claimant  cohabited  with  several  men,  one  of  them, 
George  Pierce,  for  thirteen  years,  both  acknowledging  and  claiming  to  be  husband 
and  wife. 

Held: 

1.  That   her  marriage   to  soldier  is  sufficiently  proved  under  section  4705  of  the 

lievised  Statutes,  and  the  laws  of  Louisiana,  and  on  his  death  she  became  his 
widow. 

2.  That  her  adulterous  cohabitation  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  August  7, 1882, 

except  with  Pierce,  was  no  bar  to  widow's  pension;  and 

3.  That  her  cohabitation  with  Pierce  as  his  wife  for  thirteen  years,  during  which 

time  they  were  recognized  by  their  friends  and  neighbors  as  husband  and  wife, 
will  be  taken  as  evidence  that  they  were  married  from  the  commencement  of 
such  cohabitation,  and  her  pension  should  cease  at  that  date. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L.  Cantphell  to  tJte  Coniniissumer  of  Pensions^ 

January  31, 1903. 

This  appellant,  Hester  A.  Inghams,  on  October  7, 1880,  filed  a  claim, 
No.  277,94:0,  for  pension  as  widow  of  Bonaparte  Inghams  (alijis  Napo- 
leon Bonaparte),  who  died  October  5,  1804,  while  a  member  of  Com- 
pany B,  Seventy -seventh  United  States  Colored  Infantry,  in  which 
organization  he  enlisted  September  1,  1804. 

Said  claim  was  rejected  in  January,  1901,  on  the  ground  that  claim- 
ant is  unable,  after  special  examination,  to  establish  her  widowhood; 
and  on  January  20,  1901,  she  appealed,  contending  merely  that  rejec- 
tion IS  not  justified  by  the  evidence,  and  that  pension  should  be  allowed 
from  date  of  soldier's  death  to  August  7,  1882,  or  at  least  the  date  of 
commencement  of  her  cohabitation,  after  his  death,  with  one  George 
Pierre. 

It  is  fully  shown  by  the  evidence  in  this  case  that  the  claimant  and 
the  soldier  while  slaves  lived  together,  with  their  master's  consent,  as 
husband  and  wife  for  several  years  prior  and  up  to  his  enlistment;  and 
she  and  one  witness  testify  their  master  read  something  out  of  a  book 
at  the  time  of  their  slave  marriage.     After  the  soldier's  death  she 
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cohabited  with  three  or  four  men,  to  none  of  whom,  however,  does 
she  admit  she  was  maiTied,  although  she  lived  with  one  of  them,  George 
Pierre,  for  thirteen  years,  and  had  children  both  by  him  and  by  one 
other  of  said  men.  She  admits  she  was  cohabiting  with  one  or  the 
other  of  these  men  up  to  two  or  three  years  after  the  filing  of  this  claim. 

While  the  witnesses  in  this  claim  arc  more  or  less  illiterate  colored 
persons,  they  are  all  rated  as  of  fair  or  good  reputation,  and  all  appear 
to  be  credible  witnesses.  No  reason  appears  for  discrediting  their 
testimony  as  to  claimant's  alleged  slave  marital  relations  with  the 
soldier.  While  her  loose  conduct  with  men  after  his  death  tends  to 
the  inference  that  she  may  have  been  equally  lax  in  her  relations  with 
the  soldier,  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  their  master  would  have 
allowed  such  improper  relations  between  slaves  living  on  his  place  and 
subject  to  his  control.  It  is,  on  the  contrary,  to  be  presumed  that  he 
would  have  allowed,  and  would  certainly  have  permitted,  only  a  proper 
and  honorable  relation,  which  he  evidently  did,  in  fact,  intend  when 
he  "  read  the  matrimony  between  "  the  claimant  and  the  soldier,  as  an 
eyewitness  testifies. 

This  claim  is  subject  to  proof  of  marriage  under  either  section  4705 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  or  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Louisiana,  as  pro- 
vided in  the  act  of  August  7,  1882,  declaring  that  marriages,  ''exc(^pt 
such  as  are  mentioned  "  in  said  section  4705 — 

shall  be  proven  in  pension  claims  to  be  legal  marriages  act^ording  to  the  laws  of  the 
State  where  the  parties  resided  at  the  time  of  marriage  or  at  the  time  when  the  right 
to  i^ension  accrued. 

See  Minor  of  Jack  Redbird  (12  P.  D.,  517). 

Under  said  section  4705  there  must  be  satisfactory  proof  tliat  the 
parties  were — 

joined  in  marriage  by  some  ceremony  deemed  by  them  obligatory  or  habitually  rec- 
ognizee! each  other  as  man  and  w^ife,  and  were  so  recognized  by  their  neighlx)rs,  and 
live<l  together  as  such  up  to  the  date  of  enlistment,  when  such  soldier  or  sailor  died 
in  the  service. 

Under  the  statutes  and  the  decisions  of  the  court*;  of  Louisiana  a 
slave  marriage,  made  with  the  consent  of  the  owners,  was  legal  and 
valid, 

one  which  produced  no  effect  as  long  as  they  wxre  held  in  bondage,  but  which  from 
their  emancipation  has  secured  for  them  and  their  posterity  the  rights  and  privileges 
bestowed  by  the  State  on  a  marriage  authorized  and  sanctioned  by  its  laws.  (Suc- 
cession of  Pearce,  30  La.  An.,  116S.) 

And  as  held  in  Hart  v.  IIoss  and  Elder  (26  La.  An.,  90),  slaves  in 
that  State  became  free  i)ersons  Jul}^  23,  1864,  on  the  adoption  of  the 
State  constitution,  title  1,  article  1,  providing  that — 

Slavery  and  involuntary  servitude  except  as  a  punishment  for  crime,  whereof  the 
party  shall  have  been  duly  convicted,  are  hereby  forever  abolished  and  prohibited 
throughout  the  State. 
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Also,  as  held  in  Ross  v,  Ross  (34  La.  An.,  860),  the  marriage  of 
slaves  became,  on  their  freedom,  of  full  civil  effect  from  its  inception. 

See  decision  of  the  Department  in  Peggy  Thomas  (13  P.  D.,  98.) 

On  February  23,  1889,  the  Treasury  Department  allowed  claimant 
bounty  and  arrears  of  pay,  certificate  No.  105739,  as  the  soldier's 
widow,  upon  *' satisfactory  evidence  of  heirship,"  as  reported. 

It  is  clear  from  the  evidence  herein  that  this  claimant  must  be  con- 
sidered, under  either  said  section  4705  or  the  laws  of  the  State  of 
Louutiana,  to  have  been  legall}'  married  to  the  soldier,  and  that  under 
said  laws  their  marriage  was  valid  and  of  full  civil  effect  ab  initio. 
She  became,  therefore,  on  his  death  his  widow. 

As  to  the  effect  of  her  subsequent  admitted  adulterous  cohabitation, 
it  has  been  repeatedly  held  by  the  Department  that  such  cobabitiition 
is  a  bar  to  pension  only  when  occurring  after  August  7, 1882,  the  date 
of  the  approval  of  the  act  declaring  that  the  open  and  notorious  adul- 
terous cohabitation  of  a  widow  shall' terminate  her  pension  from  date 
of  commencement  of  such  cohabitation.  (Jennette  Thompson,  7  P.  D. , 
262;  Harriet  M.  Fellows,  ibid.,  387.) 

The  claimant's  adulterous  cohabitation  for  several  years  after  the 
soldier's  death,  and  prior  to  her  cohabitation  with  said  Pierce,  can  not, 
therefore,  be  held  to  debar  her  from  pension  during  those  j^ears. 

Her  cohabitation  with  said  Pierce,  however,  can  not  be  viewed  in 
the  same  light,  notwithstanding  both  he  and  she  now  assert  it  was 
adulterous.  This  assertion  must  be  considered  in  view  of  the  fact  it 
was  made  only  after  the  filing  and  in  evident  furtherance  of  the  pur- 
poses of  this  claim;  and  is  in  conflict  with  their  thirteen  years  of  prior 
cohabitation,  during  which  she  bore  his  name,  and  intended,  she  says. 
to  live  with  him  as  husband  and  wife,  and  both  admit  they  held  them 
selves  out  as  man  and  wife,  and  bore  children  as  such. 

Under  the  laws  of  Louisiana  these  facts  were  evidence  tending 
and  sufficient  to  show  marriage  (Minna  Wilson,  11  P.  D.,  339);  and 
their  present  disclaimer  of  that  relation  is  not  sufficient  to  overcome 
the  force  of  these  pregnant  facts.- 

It  is  further  held,  therefore,  that  a  subsequent  marriage  between 
claimant  and  said  Pierce  is  shown,  at  the  date  of  which,  consequently, 
her  pensionable  status  as  widow  of  this  soldier  ended. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  reversed,  and  you  will  readjudicate  the 
claim  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing. 
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PRACTlCE-DISMISSALr-ACT  OF  MARCH  3,  1809— DIVISION  OF  PKNSION. 

Annie  Delozier  v.  Luke  A.  Delozier. 

The  contention  of  the  pensioner  appellant  having  been  conceded  by  the  Bureao 
January  5,  1903,  his  appeal  is  dismissed  and  claimant  allowed  thirty  days  in 
which  to  appeal  from  the  Bureau  action  dropping  her  name  from  the  rolls. 

Assistajit  Secretary  F,  L.  Campbell  to  the  Co7nm.is8i<mer  of  Pensums,, 

Fehruary  6,  190S. 

Luke  A.  Delozier,  late  private  Company  C,  One  hundred  and  forty- 
third  Pennsylvania  Infantry,  a  pensioner  under  certificate  No.  897894, 
appealed  December  15,  1902,  from  the  Bureau  action  of  April  3, 1900, 
allowing  the  claim  of  his  wife,  Annie,  filed  May  12,  1899,  under  the 
act  of  March  3,  1899,  on  the  ground  that  he  deserted  her,  and  that  he 
was  an  inmate  of  Danville  Home  for  Disabled  Volunteer  Soldiers. 

Pensioner  in  his  appeal  contends  that  for  various  reasons  enumer- 
ated he  has  been  unjusth^  dejjrived  of  one-half  of  his  pension  paid  his 
wife. 

The  Bureau  reported  January  5,  1903,  that — 

Upon  further  examination  of  the  claim  it  has  been  determined  that  the  declaration 
upon  which  the  claim  is  based  is  not  valid,  the  period  of  statutory  desertion  not  hav- 
ing elapsed  subsecjuent  to  the  approval  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  and  prior  to  the 
execution  of  the  declaration,  May  12,  1899;  also,  that  the  claimant  had  no  title  under 
the  third  proviso  of  the  act  cited,  as  the  pensioner  was  not  an  inmate  of  the  National 
Home  for  Disabled  Volunteer  Soldiers  at  the  time  the  declaration  was  executed. 

The  claimant's  name  has,  therefore,  this  day  been  dropped  from  the  roll  as  a  par- 
ticipant in  said  pension,  and  the  governor  of  the  National  Military  Home,  Danville, 
111.,  has  been  instructed  to  discontinue  payment  to  the  wife  and  to  resume  payment 
to  the  pensioner  of  his  pension  in  its  entirety. 

The  contention  of  the  pensioner  appellant  having  been  conceded  by 
the  Bureau,  his  appeal  is  dismissed.  Claimant  appellee  will  be  allowed 
thirty  days  in  which  to  appeal  from  the  Bureau  action  of  January  5, 
1903,  as  provided  in  Rules  14,  15,  and  16  of  Practice,  during  which 
period  the  suspension  of  the  one-half  of  the  pension  in  controversy 
will  be  continued.     See  Ritter  v,  Ritter  (13  P.  D.,  40). 

The  recognition  of  the  Bureau  action  in  this  case,  pending  an 
appeal,  will  not  be  regarded  as  a  precedent  for  similar  action  in  future 
cases  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  as  it  is  believed  that  the  safer 
and  better  practice  will  be  to  comply  strictly,  in  future,  with  Rules 
12  and  13  of  Practice,  and  the  instructions  contained  in  the  letter 
tmnsmitting  the  appeal  to  your  Bureau,  in  this  class  of  cases  relative 
to  suspension  of  payment  of  the  portion  of  pension  in  controversy. 

The  papers  in  the  case  are  herewith  returned  with  duplicate  copies 
of  this  order,  which  you  are  requested  to  forthwith  transmit  to  the 
respective  parties. 
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BIVISION  OF  PENSION—ACT  OF  MARCH  3,  1809— DESERTION. 

Fannie  Smith  v.  William  A.  Smith. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  fails  to  show  desertion  on  the  part  of  the  pensioner,  under 
the  act  of  March  3, 1899,  the  separation  of  the  parties  being  the  result  of  claimant's 
desire  to  change  their  place  of  residence  in  opposition  to  the  wishes  of  pensioner, 
and  make  her  home  with  her  children  instead  of  with  her  husband. 

AksUtajit  Secretary  I^\  L,  Campbell  to  the  Corrmiissioiwr  of  Pensions^ 

February  6,  1903. 

Mrs.  Fannie  Smith  appealed  November  18,  1902,  from  the  Bureau 
action  of  October  15,  1902,  rejecting  her  claim  for  division  of  the 
pension  of  her  husband,  William  A.  Smith,  certificate  No.  358443,  filed 
April  21, 1902,  on  the  ground  that  pensioner  was  not  justly  chargeable 
with  desertion,  as  claimant  prepared  to  move  her  home  from  Maroa  to 
Decatur,  111.,  and  leave  him  at  Maroa,  and  that  {)ensioner  had  made  an 
agreement  with  claimant  to  live  separate,  and  had  divided  his  property 
with  her. 

It  is  contended  on  behalf  of  claimant  that  pensioner  voluntarily 
deserted  her  at  Maroa,  111.,  in  1897,  and  has  ever  since  failed  to  sup- 
port her  or  renew  the  suspended  marital  relations,  citing  Rothery  v, 
Rothery  (11  P.  D.,  77);  Richards  i\  Richards  (ibid.,  90);  and  Henry 
Rothery  (ibid.,  255);  that  desertion  ma}"^  be:  First,  by  separation  or 
going  away  with  the  intent  to  abandon;  or,  second,  by  leaving  and 
afterwards  determining  not  to  return;  that  in  the  last  case  the  deser- 
tion would  commence  from  the  time  the  intention  not  to  return  was 
formed,  citing  Kennedy  v.  Kennedy  (87  111.,  250);  Phelan  v,  Phelan 
(135  111.,  445),  and  other  similar  authorities. 

It  is  further  contended  that  if  claimant  entered  into  any  agreement 
to  release  her  claim  upon  his  pension,  which  she  denies,  it  was  not  in 
writing,  and  therefore  void  under  the  statutes  of  frauds,  as  it  was  not 
to  be  performed  within  a  year. 

Pensioner  contends  that  it  was  agreed  between  claimant  and  himself 
that  he  should  draw  his  pension  for  his  own  support,  and  that  the  evi- 
dence in  the  case  fully  justified  the  Bureau  action. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  shows  that  the  parties  wtM'c  married  in 
1869,  and  cohabited  as  husband  and  wife  until  November,  1897,  when 
the  pensioner  left  claimant  and  his  family  of  two  children  at  Maroa, 
111.,  under  the  following  circumstances: 

Claimant  and  her  two  children,  a  son  and  daughter,  l)oth  of  age, 
desiring  to  better  the  condition  of  the  family,  decided  to  remove  from 
their  own  home  in  Maroa,  where  they  had  resided  many  years,  to 
Decatur,  111.  This  was  in  opposition  to  the  wishes  of  her  husband, 
who  strongly  objected  to  living  in  Decatur,  and  as  the  wife  insisted  in 
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carrying  out  her  plans,  pensioner  left  and  went  to  his  sister  at  Spring- 
field, 111.,  and  has  never  since  resided,  except  temporarily,  with  claim- 
ant or  his  family. 

The  evidence  shows  that  while  claimant  and  pensioner  had,  prior  to 
their  separation,  a  disagreement  over  their  two  children  remaining  at 
home,  pensioner  contending  that  they  should  leave  the.  home  and  earn 
their  own  living,  and  the  wife  insisting  that  she  would  not  drive  their 
children  from  home,  the  final  cause  of  their  separation  was  the  decision 
of  the  wife  and  children  to  remove  to  Decatur. 

It  clearly  appears  that  this  decision  on  the  part  of  the  wife  was 
reached,  and  in  fact  preparations  for  moving  were  in  progress,  before 
claimant  left  his  home.  Claimant  immediately  rented  the  homestead 
and  removed  with  her  children  to  Decatur,  where  they  have  since 
resided,  the  claimant  being  supported,  in  the  main,  by  their  son, 
Albertus,  aged  29  years.  Pensioner  has  also  contributed  a  small 
amount  toward  her  support,  giving  her  $147  cash  and  a  dress,  pair  of 
shoes,  and  some  other  garments. 

A  few  months  after  the  separation  pensioner  received  $725,  by  rea- 
son of  an  increase  of  his  pension  from  $8  to  $17  per  month,  and  he 
immediately  called  upon  his  wife  and  children  at  her  home  in  Decatur, 
111.,  and  calling  together  his  four  children  by  a  former  marriage 
divided  $700  equally  among  them,  giving  his  wife  and  each  child  $100. 
He  subsequently  sold  the  homestead  at  Maroa,  111.,  for  $300,  which 
sum  he  divided  in  like  manner,  giving  his  wife  and  each  child  one- 
seventh  of  the  $300. 

It  is  contended  by  pensioner,  and  the  evidence  fairly  sustains  him, 
although  denied  by  the  wife,  that  at  the  time  of  the  division  of  the 
$700  it  was  agreed  that  he  was  in  future  to  have  his  entire  pension  for 
his  support. 

This  fact  does  not  become  material,  except  as  tending  to  show  an 
acquiescence  by  the  wife  in  the  separation,  and  when  considered  in 
connection  with  subsequent  events  fairly  shows  that  his  absence  is 
with  her  consent.  It  appears  that  pensioner  offered  claimant  a  home 
with  him  at  Springfield,  111. ,  in  May  or  June,  1900,  which  offer  she 
refused,  deciding  to  remain  with  her  children  at  Decatur.  At  this 
time  pensioner  and  claimant  were  together  at  Springfield  for  about  a 
we«k,  and  pensioner  returned  home  with  claimant  to  Decatur  and 
remained  with  her  overnight,  when  he  returned  to  his  daughter's 
house  at  Springfield. 

He  subsequentl}'  sent  her  $5  and  certain  articles  of  clothing. 

In  April,  1901,' claimant  instituted  proceedings  in  the  circuit  court 
of  Macon  County,  111.,  for  separate  maintenance  and  temporary  ali- 
monv  and  solicitor's  fee. 

Pensioner  made  answer,  and  upon  the  denial  of  alimony  by  the  court 
claimant's  complaint  was  dismissed  with  costs. 
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It  is  contended  that  pensioner  testified  before  the  special  examiner 
that  he  would  not  support  claimant,  and  that  he  never  intended  to 
return  to  her,  and  that  this  indicated  his  intent  to  desert  claimant,  and 
that  this  intent  is  shown  to  have  existed  for  more  than  six  months 
prior  to  her  application. 

In  the  case  of  Kennedy  v.  Kennedy  (87  111.,  250),  cited  by  attorney 
for  claimant,  the  parties  were  married  in  1842  and  lived  amicably  until 
1874,  when  the  husband  removed  his  residence,  having  fifteen  months 
before  conveyed,  with  his  wife's  consent,  his  home  where  they  then 
resided  to  her  brother,  who  had  resided  with  them  in  the  old  home. 
The  wife  refused  to  leave  the  old  home,  saying  that  he  was  addicted 
to  liquor  and  she  feared  to  live  alone  with  him,  but  would  live  with 
him  at  the  old  home  with  her  brother.  The  court  held  that  by  her 
refusal  to  go  to  the  new  home  she  had  deserted  her  husband,  and 
granted  him  a  divorce  on  that  ground. 

The  court  further  held  that — 

In  questions  of  desertion  the  intention  of  the  persons  absenting  themselves  has  a 
large,  if  not  controlling,  influence.  *  *  *  Here  appellant's  absence  was  willful, 
persistenti  and  continued  for  more  than  two  years.  Her  mind  seemed  fixed  and 
determined  not  to  go  and  live  with  him,  and  his  going  to  and  remaining  with  her 
during  one  night  and  a  portion  of  two  days  made  no  change  in  that  purpose.  Her 
desertion,  then,  was  clearly  willful,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

In  Phelan  v.  Phelan  (135  111.,  445)  the  court  held  that— 

A  wife  is  not  guilty  of  desertion  of  her  husband  within  the  meaning  of  the  divorce 
act  merely  because  she  fails  to  follow  him  to  a  different  place  than  his  former  resi- 
dence, unless  he  has  provided  another  home  for  her;  that  in  order  to  establish  deser- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  wife  by  her  failing  to  go  with  her  husband  to  some  other 
place  to  reside,  the  evidence  should  show  that  the  husband  has  provided  a  home  for 
her  at  soch  other  place  and  that  he  has  requested  her  to  go  with  him. 

In  the  case  of  Stoffer  v.  Stoffer  (50  Mich.,  491),  cited  and  followed 
by  the  appellate  court  of  Illinois  in  Parker  v.  Parker  (88  App.  Ct. 
Rep. ,  22),  the  court  held  that — 

If  the  separation  had  been  by  voluntary  arrangement,  the  living  apart  in  pursuance 
of  it  could  not  be  called  desertion. 

Pensioner's  testimony  before  the  special  examiner  does  not  bear  the 
construction  put  upon  it  by  claimant's  attorney. 

He  testified  that — 

When  I  left  my  family  at  Maroa  in  November,  1897,  it  was  not  with  any  intention 
fif  living  apart  from  them  for  any  length  of  time.  All  I  took  was  my  wearing  apparel 
III  a  hand  valise.  No,  sir,  I  had  no  serious  quarrel  with  my  family — the  thing  that 
i-aused  the  break-up  was  that  they  took  hold  and  was  running  the  business  and  did 
not  let  me  have  anything  to  say.  The  reason  that  they  gave  for  wanting  to  move  to 
Decatur  was  that  they  said  they  thought  that  they  could  do  better  here.  Yes,  they 
asked  me  to  move  down  here  with  them.  I  did  not  want  to  come  to  Decatur.  I 
could  not  do  anything  here  to  help  make  a  living.  I  thought  that  living  was  cheaper 
there  than  here,  and  there  we  did  not  have  to  pay  rents  there,  which  I  regarded  as 
a  good  deal  of  an  item. 
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When  my  wife  and  children — Barbara  and  Bert — took  all  control  of  our  family 
affairs  out  of  my  hands  and  moved  to  Decatur  in  fall  of  1H97,  I  considered  that  our 
family  was  broke  up,  but  thought  that  my  wife  and  I  would  become  reconciled  to 
each  other  after  a  while,  and  I  made  some  efforts  myself  and  through  my  daughter, 
Mrs.  Kibble,  to  get  her  to  come  to  her  house  and  make  her  home  there  with  me,  but 
she  refused  to  do  that. 

The  Department  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  evidence  in  this  case  fails 
to  show  desertion  on  the  part  of  pensioner,  under  the  act  of  March 
3,  1899,  the  separation  of  the  parties  being  the  result  of  claimant's 
desire  to  change  their  place  of  residence  in  opposition  to  the  wishes  of 
pensioner,  and  make  her  home  with  her  children  instead  of  with  her 
husband. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


DIVISION  OF  PENSION-ACT  OF  M^VRCH  3,  1809— DKSERTION--EVIDENCK. 

Mary  E.  Head  i\  George  Head. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  shows  that  claimant  is  the  wife  of  pensioner  and  that  he 
deserted  her  for  more  than  six  months  prior  to  the  date  on  which  she  filed  her 
application  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899;  that  claimant  is  a  woman  of  good 
moral  character  and  in  necessitous  circumstances. 

Asfilsfant  Seci'etary  lf\  L,  Campbell  to  the  Cmamissioner  of  Pensions^ 

February  6, 1903. 

George  Head,  a  pensioner  under  certificate  No.  4.83132,  appealed 
January  2, 1903,  from  the  Bureau  action  of  November  20, 1902,  allow- 
ing the  claim  of  Mary  E.  Head,  filed  August  5,  1901,  for  one-half  his 
pension,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  deserted  her,  she  being  his  lawful 
wife,  of  good  moral  chanicter  and  in  necessitous  circumstances. 

Pensioner  contends  in  his  appeal  that  his  separation  from  claimant 
was  by  mutual  consent;  that,  if  legal,  he  is  willing  to  live  with  her  and 
do  all  in  his  power  to  help  support  her  and  their  two  minor  children 
if  allowed  to  retain  his  pension;  that  claimant  has  recently  assented  to 
this  arrangement  and  has  urged  him  to  resist  her  application,  as  she  is 
unfit  to  handle  any  part  of  his  pension. 

Claimant  denies  that  she  has  assented  to  any  such  arrangement,  and 
contends  that  she  is  entitled  to  one-half  his  pension  as  his  deserted  wife. 

The  evidence  in  the  case  shows  that  claimant  and  pensioner  were 
married  in  Orange  County,  Ind.,  May  31,  1891,  and  lived  and  cohab- 
ited as  husband  and  wife  in  said  State  until  October,  1900,  when  they 
separated,  and  have  not  since  resumed  the  marital  relation.  Two  chil- 
dren were  the  issue  of  said  marriage. 

At  the  time  of  their  said  marriage  an  impediment  to  the  legality  of 
their  marriage  existed,  pensioner  having  a  former  wife  living.  This 
impediment  was,  however,  removed  by  divorce  granted  the  first  wife 
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September  24,  1897,  after  which  claimant  and  pensioner  continued  to 
live  and  cohabit  as  husband  and  wife  in  said  State  of  Indiana  for  over 
three  years,  or  until  their  separation  in  October,  1900,  during  which 
period  they  treated  each  other  as  husband  and  wife  and  were  so  reputed 
among  their  relatives,  friends,  and  neighbors.  The  validity  and  legal- 
ity of  their  marital  status  subsequent  to  September  24,  1897,  is  there- 
fore fairly  established  under  the  laws  of  Indiana.  Louisa  J.  Doan  (8 
P.  D.,  377.) 

The  facts  in  relation  to  their  separation  show  that  in  October,  1900, 
pensioner  started  with  his  family  from  Washington,  Ind.,  for  the  pur 
pose  of  establishing  a  home  at  Huron,  Ind.,  having  sold  their  home  in 
Washington.  He  shipped  his  household  goods  to  Huron,  and  left  his 
wife  and  children  while  en  route,  telling  her  he  had  business  at  Loo- 
gootee,  Ind.,  and  that  he  would  join  them  at  Huron  in  a  few  days.  This 
he  failed  to  do,  neglected  to  answer  the  wife's  letters,  and,  instead  of 
joining  her  at  Huron,  went  to  his  son,  in  Martin  County,  Ind.,  and 
has  never  since  lived  with  his  said  wife  or  contributed  to  her  support. 
This  conduct  on  his  part  constituted  desertion.  He  is  shown  to  be  the 
party  in  fault. 

The  e\idence  further  shows  that  claimant  is  a* woman  of  good  moral 
character  and  in  necessitous  circumstances. 

After  a  full  consideration  of  all  the  evidence  in  the  case  the  Depart- 
ment is  of  the  opinion  that  the  Bureau  action  appealed  from  was  in 
accordance  with  the  law  and  the  evidence,  and  said  ac^tion  is  accord- 
ingly affirmed. 


ACCRUED  PKNSION-KVTDEXCK— PRESTTMPTION  OF  BEATH— vSPKCIAL. 

ACT. 

B.  Matilda  Taylor  (widow). 

A  special  act  directed  the  name  of  soldier  to  be  placed  upon  the  pension  roll, 
"subject  to  the  provisions  and  limitations  of  the  pension  laws.'*  Exhaustive 
search  has  faileil  to  discover  the  whereabouts  of  said  soldier,  he  having  disap- 
peared somewhat  over  one  year  prior  to  the  approval  of  said  special  act. 

Held:  There  is  no  accrued  pension  due  under  the  said  special  act,  and  the  claimant 
herein  has  no  rights  under  it. 

Afmstant  Secretary  F.  L,  Campbell  to  the  Commij^siom^  of  PensUms^ 

Feh^mry  7,  190S. 

B.  Matilda,  as  alleged  widow  of  Wesley  W.  Taylor,  formerly  a  cor- 
poral in  Company  I),  Seventy-ninth  Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry,  hav- 
ing been  denied  a  pension  under  her  application  filed  July  23,  1897, 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  an  appeal  having  been  filed,  the 
Department  held,  in  an  opinion  promulgated  on  June  29,  1901,  that 
the  facts  in  the  case  warranted  a  presumption  of  soldierV  death  seven 
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years  from  February  9,  1889.  A  pension  was  thereupon  granted  her 
under  said  act,  to  date  from  July  23,  1897.  The  soldier  had  for  some 
thirteen  years  prior  to  1889  diligently,  but  unsuccessfull}^  prosecuted 
a  claim  for  pension,  and  a  special  act  of  Congress  was  passed  in  his 
behalf,  being  approved  on  May  24,  1890.  No  part  of  the  pension 
which  might  have  been  allowed  under  certain  circumstances,  as  pro- 
vided for  by  the  said  special  act,  has  ever  been  paid  to  the  soldier,  and 
an  appeal  entered  on  January  6,  1903,  is  from  a  refusal  by  the  Bureau 
to  recognize  anj^  right  of  this  claimant  to  any  so-called  accrued  pension 
arising  under  the  said  special  act. 
The  said  special  act  is  as  follows: 

[Private— No.  196.] 
AN  ACT  for  the  relief  of  Wc«ley  W.  Taylor. 

Be  U  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Houm  of  Representatires  of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled.  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  l)e,  and  he  is  hereby,  author- 
ized and  directed  to  place  on  the  pension  roll,  Biibject  Xo  the  provisions  and  limita- 
tions of  the  pension  laws,  the  name  of  Wesley  W.  Taylor,  late  a  private  in  Company 
D,  Seventy-ninth  Ref<inient  Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry. 

Approved,  May  24,  1890. 

Immediately  on  the  passage  of  this  act  diligent  and  exhaustive  search 
was  made  for  the  said  Taylor,  said  search  teing  prosecuted  for  a  long 
period  of  tinu',  and  all  without  avail.  It  appears  that  he  was  last 
heard  of  in  February,  1889,  at  which  time  he  was  on  his  way  to  locate 
a  silver  mine  in  the  Far  West.  He  was  then  in  a  somewhat  precarious 
condition  as  regarded  his  health;  he  was  somewhat  fearful  that  the 
journey  over  a  rough  country  and  in  high  altitudes  might  be  danger- 
ous, and  it  is  also  in  evidence  that  the  claimant  and  himself  had  parted 
on  very  strained  and  unamicable  terms.  He  was  traced  as  far  as 
Kansas  City,  Mo.,  and  all  definite  information  was  lost  at  that  time 
and  place.  Taking  all  these  facts  into  considei*ation,  and  the  further 
fact  that  he  has  never  applied  for  any  benefit  which  might  come  to 
him  under  the  special  act  mentioned,  the  Department  held,  under  an 
application  filed  by  the  claimant  herein,  as  hereinbefore  stated,  that 
the  soldier's  death  should  be  presumed. 

The  widow  might,  under  certain  circumstances,  and  under  the  law 
made  and  provided,  be  entitled  to  any  accrued  pension  which  became 
due  the  soldier  at  the  date  of  his  death.  There  is,  however,  no  accrued 
pension  in  this  case,  for  the  reason  that  the  soldier's  name  is  not  upon 
the  pension  roll.  It  is  true  that  the  special  act  directed  his  name  to 
be  placed  upon  the  pension  roll,  but  it  was  not  so  done  for  the  very 
pertinent  reason  that  he  could  not  be  found,  and  it  was  not  known 
whether  he  was  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  approval  of  the  said 
special  act.     No  legislation  is  to  be  construed  so  as  to  either  allow  or 


DECISIONS   BELATING   TO   PENSIONS.  183 

to  compel  uselesi^,  futile,  or  inoperative  action  to  be  done,  the  effect  of 
which  would  be  to  carry  out  a  different  intent  than  was  meant  to  be 
provided  for  by  said  legislation.  The  placing  of  this  soldier's  name 
upon  the  roll  would  carry  no  benefit  to  anyone,  not  even  himself,  until 
it  could  have  been  determined,  by  a  medical  examination,  what  rating 
he  would  be  entitled  to.  Such  a  fact  must  have  lieen  determined  under 
said  special  act,  for  it,  in  terms,  restricts  his  pension  to  the  '^provisions 
and  limitations  of  the  pension  laws.'' 

Two  things  were  necessary  under  this  act.  The  Secretary  was 
directed  to  place  Taylor's  name  on  the  pension  roll  and  when  such  had 
been  done  it  was  for  Taylor  to  prove  the  extent  of  his  disability  so 
that  a  rating  could  be  fixed  ''  under  the  provisions  and  limitations"  of 
the  law.  The  placing  of  the  name  on  the  roll  would  be  but  a  minis- 
terial act,  and  no  effert  could  flow  from  it  until  the  extent  of  the  dis- 
abilitj'  was  found,  which  would  be  the  basis  of  the  rate.  Inasmuch  as 
Taylor  has  disappeared,  and  there  has  been  no  opportunity  to  deter- 
mine the  rate  to  which  he  might  be  entitled,  there  can  be,  of  course, 
no  accrued  pension.  In  fact  there  never  has  been  any  pension  in  the 
case. 

While  the  evidence  might  carry  with  it  the  plausible  theory  that  the 
soldier  died  within  a  few  months  after  he  was  last  heard  of,  yet  it  is 
far  from  sufficient  to  show  that  he  is,  as  an  actual  fact,  dead  at  the 
present  time;  much  less  does  it  warrant  any  fixing  of  an  exact  date  of 
actual  death.  As  the  case  now  stands,  Ta3'^lor  is  presumed  to  be  dead 
by  reason  of  the  statute;  he  is  dead  in  law,  but  not  shown  to  be  so  as 
a  fact. 

The  issue  in  this  case  is  a  peculiar  one,  and  might  be  discussed  from 
various  standpoints;  but,  from  any  point  of  view,  it  may  be  stated 
that  when  a  special  act  directs  the  name  of  a  soldier  to  be  placed  uix>n 
the  pension  roll,  no  rating  being  fixed  by  said  act,  but,  instead,  the 
claim  is  ^*  subject  to  the  provisions  and  limitations  of  the  pension  laws," 
such  a  name  can  not  be  placed  upon  the  roll  unless  the  individual  can 
be  found  or  is  known  to  be  in  existence,  the  circumstances  surrounding 
the  case  being  such  that  a  rating  under  such  an  act  can  be  determined. 

This  soldier,  if  alive,  has  a  right  under  the  special  act.  If  he  died 
before  the  special  act  was  approved  he  never  had  any,  as  a  matter  of 
course;  for  dead  men  have  no  rights  under  the  law.  This  claimant 
has  no  right  under  the  act  in  question  for  the  reason  that  there  is  now 
no  acci*ued  pension  and,  moreover,  there  never  has  been. 

Action  affirmed. 
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PATHOLOGICAL  StEQITENCE-IXFLAMMATIOX  OF  KLADDEU  AND 

HERNIA. 

Rhoda  Hakuiman  (widow). 

Inflammation  of  bladder  and  retention  of  urine  <lue  to  an  enlarged  prostate  gland, 
from  which  the  noldier  died,  c&n  not  l)e  r^artled  as  in  any  manner  related  to  a 
hernia  on  acx^ount  of  which  he  had  V)een  granted  pension,  and  said  fatal  disease 
is  not  shown  an  otherwise  due  to  his  military  service. 

AffM^'^tarU  Secretary  F,  L.  Caviphell  to  the  Commiss^ifmer  of  Pmsions^ 

Fehnuvry  Li,  1903. 

Rhoda  Harriman,  widow  of  David  C  Harriman,  formerly  first 
lieutenant  of  Company  E,  Eighteenth  New  Hampshire  Volunteer 
Infantry,  and  of  Company  D,  Eleventh  New  Hampshire  Infantry, 
appealed,  April  25,  1902,  through  an  attorney,  from  the  action  of  the 
Bureau  of  March  13,  1902,  rejecting  her  claim  for  widow's  pension 
under  the  general  law. 

The  soldier  was  a  pensioner  on  account  of  a  right  inguinal  hernia  and 
died  March  tl,  1900.  The  claim  wjis  rejected  on  the  ground  that  his 
death  resulted  from  disease  of  bladder  and  prostate  gland,  not  the 
result  of  said  hernia,  nor  otherwise  shown  to  be  due  to  his  military 
service. 

The  contentions  in  the  appeal  are  to  the  effect  that  the  testimony  of 
the  physician  who  attended  the  soldier  during  his  fatal  illness  shows 
that  death  resulted  from  the  hernia  and  that  the  action  rejecting  the 
claim  was  based  upon  the  theory  of  the  medical  referee.  The  decision  of 
the  Department  in  the  case  of  Brown  (3  P.  D.,  92),  is  cited  to  show  that 
the  opinion  of  attending  physicians  should  be  accepted  in  pi*eference 
to  "the  theory  of  the  medical  referee  as  conclusive  evidence  showing 
the  cause  of  the  soldier's  death." 

It  seems  proper  to  here  state  that  this  holding  of  the  Department 
has  been  modified  to  the  extent  that  the  opinions  of  attending  physi- 
cians must  have  some  evidence  to  support  them  as  well  as  the  opinions 
of  the  medical  referee  (Lalone,  11  P.  D.,  301).  The  arbitrary  opinion 
of  the  attending  physician  can  not  be  accepted  as  conclusive  evidence  in 
any  case  when  such  opinion  is  not  in  accord  with  medical  teachings  or 
accepted  medical  and  surgical  authorities.  No  opinion  unsupported 
by  proper  facts  or  well-accepted  principles  or  tenets  are  of  value  in 
any  case.  It  is  the  exi)erience  of  the  Department  that  physicians  in 
giving  testimony  in  pension  cases  too  frequentl}'^  allow  themselves  to 
express  opinions  which  are  not  supported  by  the  facts  in  the  given 
case;  hence  it  becomes  necessar^^  in  some  instances  to  diregard  their 
statements  and  base  the  action  on  the  medical  history  of  the  case  as 
revealed  by  the  record  and  accepted  pathology.  Each  and  every  case 
must  l)e  decided  on  its  merits. 
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In  this  case  it  is  shown  the  soldier  was  pensioned  on  account  of  a 
right  inguinal  hernia.  He  was  last  medically  examined  by  a  board  of 
surgeons  April  2,  1890,  or  alK)ut  ten  years  before  his  death,  when 
the  hernia  was  described  as  follows: 

Has  direct  right  inguinal  hernia  coming  down  to  bottom  of  8cr6tum.  King  alx>ut 
1^  inches  in  diameter.  Hernia  redacible,  and  while  the  retention  of  this  is  undoubt- 
edly difficult,  it  is  our  opinion  that  a  truss  with  a  water  pad  could  be  constructed  that 
would  retain  it  without  causing  irritation  by  pressure  on  the  pubic  >x)ne. 

He  filed  no  claim  for  increase  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  above 
examination,  and  a  fair  presumption  is  that  the  disability  for  hernia 
did  not  increase. 

An  abstract  from  the  records  of  the  "town  clerk,"  Warner,  N.  H., 
shows  the  soldier  died  at  the  age  of  79  years  and  0  months  of  "hernia 
and  senilit}';"  attending  physician?,  J.  R.  and  S.  J.  Cogswell. 

It  appears  the  Bureau  called  upon  the  attending  physicians  for  an 
explanation  of  the  record  showing  cause  of  death,  and  Dr.  S.  »J.  Cogs- 
well furnished  on  January  18,  1901,  an  affidavit  setting  out  that  the 
soldier  had  a  hernia  extending  into  the  scrotum  which  caused  severe 
pain;  that  it  w&s  reducible  at  iirst,  but  later  in  his  illness  it  became 
tender  and  came  down  more  frequently,  and  at  last  was  irreducible 
and  attended  with  great  pain,  necessitating  the  use  of  morphia. 
Further,  the  patient  could  not  void  his  urine  and  required  catheteri- 
zation; finally  catheter  could  not  be  passed  "owing  to  inflammation 
of  the  urethra  and  surrounding  tissues  and  hernia;  there  was  dis- 
coloration of  the  hernia  sac."' 

The  physician  concluded  said  affidavit  with  the  statement  that  the 
remote  c^use  of  death  was  the  hernia  complicated  with  the  weakness 
of  old  age.  He  was  first  called  to  treat  him  about  the  middle  of 
December,  1899,  and  continued  to  do  so  until  his  death  in  March,  1900. 

The  claim  was  subsequently  specially  examined  and  the  depositions 
of  the  claimant,  the  attending  physician,  and  a  son-in-law,  who  acted 
as  nurse  during  the  fatal  illness,  were  taken. 

The  claimant  testified  that  about  the  middle  of  December,  1899,  the 
soldier  was  taken  with  "dreadful  distress  and  pain  because  he  could 
not  void  his  urine  on  account  of  his  hernia."  Dr.  Cogswell  was  called. 
She  can  not  testify  as  to  his  condition  during  the  whole  time  of  his 
last  illness,  as  she  was  suflfering  from  an  injury  and  was  unable  to 
nurse  him.  She  did  not  see  the  hernia  either  shortly  before  or  after 
his  death.  This  witness  further  testified  that  her  husband,  while  in 
Concord,  N.  H.,  had  trouble  in  passing  urine  some  time  befoix*  his 
fatal  illness,  and  a  physician,  Dr.  Walker,  had  to  relieve  him  with  a 
catheter. 

Dr.  S.  J.  Cogswell  testified  he  was  the  attending  physician  during 
the  soldier's  fatal  illness.  He  had  not  given  him  nuich  treatment  prior 
to  the  last  illness.     When  he  wan  first  called  he  was  complaining  of 
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his  hernia  and  ''of  his  water  being  bad."  His  heart  was  also  giving 
him  trouble,  caused  by  his  pain  and  being  up  at  night.  He  had  a 
severe  hernia  extending  into  the  scrotum.  A  part  of  the  time  he 
wore  a  truss,  but  it  did  not  always  control  it.  He  (the  witness)  could 
easily  pass  three  fingers  into  the  external  ring.  The  tumor  was  easily 
reducible  when  he  first  began  to  treat  him.  He  had  an  enlarged 
prostate,  and  could  not  pass  water  very  well  at  any  time.  He  found 
the  hernia  was  giving  him  the  most  trouble,  and  he  put  him  in  planter 
to  try  and  retain  it,  but  nothing  he  could  devise  was  of  any  avail.  It 
would  come  down  in  spite  of  everything,  and  finally  it  became  inflamed 
and  could  not  be  reduced.  The  urethi-a  became  clogged  by  the  inflam- 
mation, and  it  was  with  difficulty  that  a  catheter  could  lie  used.  He 
sometimes  could  succeed  by  elevating  his  body,  but  the  last  few  days 
he  could  not  get  any  entrance  to  the  bladder  at  all.  All  the  tissues 
surrounding  the  hernia  became  much  inflamed  and  discolored.  He 
suffered  great  pain,  and  was  kept  under  the  influence  of  morphia. 
When  the  parts  became  inflamed  it  was  to  all  intents  the  same  as  a 
stimngiilat^d  hernia.  The  scrotum  was  inflamed  and  discolored. 
There  was  no  distention  of  the  bowels  about  the  ''hernial  sac  or  duo- 
denum," and  no  tendency  to  great  constipation  or  diarrhea.  He  kept 
his  bowels  open  by  the  use  of  cathartics,  but  at  last  he  could  not  evac- 
uate the  bowels,  by  reason  of  same  extending  down  into  scrotum. 
There  was  no  histor\^  of  any  bladder  trouble.  There  was  no  question 
in  his  mind  but  that  the  heniia  was  causing  the  whole  trouble,  coupled 
with  the  "senility  due  to  his  age."  The  condition  which  existed  in 
his  case  would  cause  death  in  any  patient,  and  could  be  relieved  only 
by  a  surgical  operation,  but  Mr.  Harriman's  advanced  age  would  not 
admit  of  a  successful  operation.  There  was  no  sloughing  of  the 
external  parts  previous  to  death.  There  were  no  external  symptoms 
of  blood  poisoning.  There  was  no  trouble  with  the  urethra  until 
after  the  hernia  l)ecame  irreducible  and  inflamed  and  pressed  upon  it, 
causing  inflammation  in  the  parts.  Of  course  the  enlarged  prostate 
made  voiding  of  the  urine  somewhat  more  slow  than  otherwise,  but 
there  was  no  inflammation  or  stricture  until  the  last. 

H.  D.  Everett,  the  soldier's  son-in-law,  testified  before  the  special 
examiner  that  he  nursed  the  soldier  during  the  last  month  of  his  fatal 
illness.  He  had  a  great  deal  of  trouble  with  a  breaqh  and  in  passing 
water.  His  water  had  to  be  drawn  all  the  time,  and  at  the  last  the 
odor  was  terrible.  At  first  the  hernia  could  be  put  back,  but  toward 
the  last  it  could  not  be,  and,  as  he  thinks,  after  this  his  water  could  not 
be  drawn.  There  was  some  inflammation  alx)ut  the  breach.  He  was 
out  of  his  head  all  the  time  during  the  last  fortj^-eight  hours,  and  had 
been  more  or  loss  so  for  a  week.  During  the  last  forty- eight  hours, 
when  he  was  not  sleeping,  he  was  ci-azy.  At  the  last,  when  his  water 
was  dmwn  it  contained  blood,  and  sometimes  it  would  be  difficult  to 
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push  the  catheter  in;  it  seemed  to  run  up  against  something.  Some* 
tiroes^  toward  the  last,  bloody  pus  would  fill  up  the  catheter.  At 
times  his  bowels  would  be  loose  and  at  other  times  a  little  costive,  but 
usually  not  bad  at  all  and  fairly  regular.  He  died  very  easy,  although 
he  was  out  of  his  head;  had  been  talking  wild  all  night.  After  his 
death  he  noticed  a  discoloration  at  the  site  of  the  breach. 

The  foregoing  testimony  shows  that  the  hernia  on  account  of  which 
the  soldier  was  pensioned  was  retainable,  although  with  some  difficulty, 
because  the  rings  were  large.  It  also  shows  that  about  the  middle  of 
December,  1899,  the  soldier  required  the  services  of  a  physician  because 
of  an  inability  to  void  his  urine.  This  inability  to  void  lirine  had  pre- 
vioasl3''  occ^urred,  but  the  exact  date  is  not  in  evidence.  The  patho- 
logical condition  which  made  it  impossible  for  the  soldier  to  voluntarily 
evacuate  his  urinary  bladder  was  a  hypertrophied  prostate  gland. 
An  inflammation  of  the  bladder  (cystitis)  naturally  followed  this  reten- 
tion of  urine.  From  the  middle  of  December,  1899,  to  within  a  few 
days  of  his  death  the  attending  physician  or  the  nurse  was  able  to 
pass  a  catheter  into  the  bladder,  but  owing  to  an  inflammatory  process 
set  up  in  this  passage  it  l)ecame  impossible  to  pass  the  instrument  dur- 
ing these  last  hours.  The  evidence  shows  the  hernia  was  reducible 
and  retainable  during  the  period,  December  to  March,  1899,  in  which 
Dr.  Cogswell  was  in  attendance,  with  the  exception  of  the  last  forty- 
eight  hours.  The  evidence  further  shows  the  soldier's  bowels  were 
unobstructed.  There  was  no  fecal  vomiting;  the  abdominal  rings  were 
large. 

The  attempt  is  made  by  the  attending  physician  to  show  that  the 
hernia  was  the  most  serious  condition — in  fact,  led  to  death — when  it  is 
evident  his  patient  was  for  a  period  of  nearly  three  months  suffering 
with  one  of  the  most  painful  and  serious  conditions  which  it  is  the 
unfortimate  lot  of  the  physician  to  treat.  Retention  of  the  urine  for 
the  period  stated,  and  from  causes  such  as  existed  in  this  case,  neces- 
sarily produces  death. 

The  statement  of  the  attending  physician  that  there  was  no  trouble 
in  the  urinary  passage  until  the  hernia  became  irreducible  is  not  in 
accord  with  his  statement,  and  other  testimony-,  that  there  was  inabil- 
ity to  pass  urine  for  at  least  three  months  prior  to  death.  Again,  his 
statement  that  the  hernia  caused  ^^inflammation  of  the  parts"  (urethra 
and  bladder)  is  remarkable  in  the  light  of  the  fact  that  there  is  no 
anatomical  or  physiological  connection  between  the  '^  parts,"  and  of 
course  no  pathological  condition  could  be  inaugurated  in  the  urinary 
passages  by  a  hernia. 

The  clinical  history  of  the  soldier^s  fatal  illness  shows  same  was  due 
to  an  enlarged  prostate  gland,  consequent  retention  of  urine,  and  cys- 
titis, and  his  death  was  due  entirely  to  said  causes,  and  not  in  any 
manner  due  to  the  hernia  for  which  pension  had  been  granted. 


188  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   PENSIONS. 

This  conclusion  is  in  accord  with  recognized  medical  authorities,  and 
the  contrary'  conclusion  of  the  attending  physician  is  untenable. 

The  action  rejecting  the  claim  was  fully  warranted  by  the  evideaoet, 
and  was  in  a<*.cord  with  medical  authorities  and  clinical  experience,  and 
the  same  is  affirmed. 


ACCRtTKn  PKXSION— RKSTOKATTON— HKCrriON  4719  REVISED  STATUTES. 

Eliza  C.  Brown,  widow. 

The  widow  of  a  soldier,  whose  name  was  stricken  from  the  rolls  under  eec^tion  4719 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  haa  title  to  the  arrears  of  jwnsion  thereumier,  providing 
her  evidence  is  sufiicient  to  establish  continuance  of  disalnlity,  and  to  give  sat- 
isfadory  explanation  of  the  soldier's  failure  to  claim  his  pension  under  his  origi- 
nal certificate. 

AsfdHtmd  Secretary  F.  L.  Campbell  to  the  OmimlsHumer  of  Penaions^ 

Fi^xuiry  16,  190S. 

Eliza  G.,  as  widow  of  John  G.  Brown,  formerly  sergeant,  Company 
C.  One  hundred  and  seventy-fifth  New  York  Infantry,  who  is  now 
drawing  $8  per  month  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  filed  on  Decem- 
ber 14,  1901,  a  claim  for  restoration  of  her  husband^s  name  to  the 
rolls,  and  for  arrears  of  pension  due  on  his  certificate  under  the  pro- 
visions of  section  4719,  Revised  Statutes.  In  said  claim  her  declara- 
tion contained  the  following  averments: 

That  she  is  the  widow  of  the  identical  John  (r.  Brown,  to  whom  was  granted  pen- 
sion certificate  No.  74125,  payable  at  Washington,  D.  C,  dated  the day  of , 

in  the  year ;  that  liaving  failed,  since  the  4th  day  of  September,  1885,  by  reason 

of  misunderstanding  the  law  (having  been  told  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  draw  a 
pension  while  receiving  a  salary  as  a  Government  employee,  as  explained  by  the 
soldier  when  on  his  death  bed),  to  apply  for  payment  due  U)x>n  said  certificate,  and 
thereby  been  deprived  of  the  same,  under  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  July  27, 
1868  (now  section  4719,  Revised  Statutes),  she  makes  this  declaration  in  order  to 
secure  restoration  to  the  pension  rolls  and  a  new  certificate.  The  pension  certificate 
was  destroyed  by  the  soldier  in  1886,  together  with  some  army  papers,  he  being 
under  the  impression  that  he  won  hi  have  no  further  use  for  them. 

This  claim  was  rejected  January  5.  1903,  in  the  following  stated 
language: 

Approve<l  for  rejection  of  the  claim  of  soldier's  widow  for  restoration  of  his  name 
to  the  pension  roll  under  section  4719,  Revised  Statutes,  on  the  ground  that  under 
existing  law  she  is  not  entitled  to  any  amount  covering  the  period  from  the  date  of 
last  )myment  to  soldier  to  the  date  of  his  death. 

From  the  above  action  the  (*.laimant,  by  her  attorneys,  tiled  an  appeal 
to  the  Department  January''  19,  1903,  contending  that  the  Bureau  waa 
in  error  in  its  considemtion  of  the  law  applicable  to  the  case. 

The  issue  raised  by  this  appeal  is  whether  claimant  has  title,  as  a 
matter  of  law,  to  the  arrears  of  pension  under  section  4719,  Revised 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   PENSIONS.  189 

Statutes,  to  which  her  deceased  husband  would  have  been  entitled  had 
he  filed  his  claim  and  furnished  the  evidence  required  by  aaid  section 
during  his  lifetime. 

The  claim  has  been  specially  examined,  and  some  affidavits  were 
filed  vdth  the  appeal,  but  the  Department  is  not  called  upon  at  this 
time  to  express  any  opinion  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  this  evidence  to 
satisfy  the  requirements  of  section  4719,  Revised  Statutes,  regarding 
proof  as  to  continuance  of  disability  or  as  to  the  satisfactory  character 
of  the  explanation  given  why  the  soldier  failed  to  draw  his  pension, 
the  Bureau  havingrejected  the  claim  on  the  ground  that  under  existing 
law  the  widow  has  no  title  to  the  pension  she  claimed. 

Section  4719,  Revised  Statutes,  is  as  follows: 

The  failure  of  any  pensioner  to  claim  his  pension  for  three  years  after  the  same  shall 
have  become  due  shall  be  deemed  presumptive  evidence  that  such  pension  lias  legally 
terminated  by  reason  of  the  pensioner's  death,  remarriage,  recovery  from  the  disability, 
or  otherwise,  and  the  pensioner's  name  shall  be  stricken  from  the  list  of  pensioners,  sub- 
ject to  the  right  of  restoration  to  the  same  on  a  new  application  by  tho  pensioner,  or, 
if  the  pensioner  is  dead,  by  the  widow  or  minor  children  entitled  to  receive  the  accrued 
pension,  accompanied  by  evidence  satisfactorily  accounting  for  the  failure  to  claim 
such  pension,  and  by  medical  evidence  in  cases  of  invalids  who  were  not  exempt  from 
biennial  examinations  as  to  the  continuance  of  the  disability. 

A  pensioner's  name  is  stricken  from  the  rolls  under  the  above  sec- 
tion, ^'subject  to  the  right  of  restoration"  upon  his  filing  a  declaration 
and  furnishing  certain  evidence,  but  if  ''he  is  dead"  a  declaration  may 
be  filed  by  the  "widow  or  minor  children  entitled  to  receive  the 
accrued  pension  "  under  the  same  terms  and  subject  to  the  same  rights 
as  the  soldier. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  soldier  could,  when  he  saw  fit  to  do 
so,  without  regard  to  lapse  of  time,  file  the  application  named  in  the 
statute,  and  upon  furnishing  the  required  evidence  secure  the  restora- 
tion of  his  name  to  the  rolls  from  the  date  when  payment  (*eased  to  be 
made.  In  plain  and  unambiguous  terms  the  law  gives  his  "widow  or 
minor  children  entitled  to  receive  the  accrued  pension"  the  same 
rights  the  soldier  had,  provided  he  died  before  filing  his  application  or 
furnishing  the  evidence. 

A  recurrence  to  the  history  of  the  legislation  on  this  subject  will 
serve  to  emphasize  and  confirm  the  conclusion  that  Congress  intended 
that  the  widow  or  minor  children  entitled  under  the  law  to  the  "ac- 
crued pension  "  of  a  deceased  soldier,  who  had  failed  to  draw  his  pen- 
sion for  three  years,  and  whose  name  had  been  dropped  from  the 
rolls,  should  have  the  same  right  as  he  had  to  secure  the  restoration 
of  his  name  to  the  rolls  in  case  he  died  without  in  any  way  asserting 
his  right. 

The  third  section  of  the  act  of  July  27, 1868  (15  Stat.  L.,  235),  which 
afterwards  became,  in  amended  form,  section  4719,  Revised  Statutes, 
contained  no  provision  by  which  the  widow  or  minor  children  of  a 
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deceased  soldier  might  secure  the  arrears  of  pension  arising  from  his 
failure  to  draw  his  pension  for  three  years  or  more. 

In  the  ac^t  approved  March  3,  1873  (17  Stat.  L.,  666,  et  seq.),  which 
was  entitled  ^^an  act  to  revise,  consolidate,  and  amend  the  laws  rela- 
ting to  pensions,"  it  will  be  found  that  sections  25  and  26  were  carried 
over  into  the  revision  of  1875,  and  became  sections  4718  and  4719, 
Revised  Statutes. 

Reading  4718  and  4719  Revised  Statutes  together,  it  becomes  clear 
that  the  words,  "the  widow  or  minor  children  entitled  to  receive  the 
accrued  pension,"  found  in  the  latter  section,  are  descriptive  of  the 
persons  who  succeed  to  the  right  of  the  soldier  in  case  he  fails  to  file 
his  application  before  his  death. 

On  March  2, 1895,  an  act  was  approved  which  repealed  section  4718, 
Revised  Statutes,  and  the  act  of  March  1 ,  1889. 

The  act  of  March  2,  1895,  is  as  follows: 

That  from  and  after  the  twenty-eighth  day  of  September,  eighteen  hundred  and 
ninety-two,  the  accrued  pension  to  the  date  of  the  death  of  any  pensioner,  or  of  any 
person  entitled  to  a  pension  having  an  application  therefor  pending,  and  whether  a 
certificate  therefor  shall  issue  prior  or  subsequent  to  the  death  of  such  person,  shall, 
in  the  case  of  a  person  pensioned,  or  applying  for  pension,  on  account  of  his  disa- 
bilities or  service,  l)e  paid,  first,  to  his  widow;  second,  if  there  is  no  widow,  to  his 
child  or  children  under  the  age  of  sixteen  years  at  his  death;  third,  in  case  of  a 
widow,  to  her  minor  children  under  the  age  of  sixteen  years  at  her  death.  Such 
accrued  pension  shall  not  be  considered  a  part  of  the  assets  of  the  estate  of  such 
deceased  person,  nor  be  liable  for  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  said  estate  in  any  case 
whatsoever,  but  shall  inure  to  the  sole  and  exclusive  benefit  of  the  widow  or  chil- 
dren. And  if  no  widow  or  child  survive  such  }>ensioner,  and  in  the  case  of  his  last 
surviving  child  who  was  such  minor  at  his  death,  and  in  case  of  a  dependent  mother, 
father,  sister,  or  brother,  no  payment  whatsoever  of  their  accrued  pension  shall  be 
made  or  allowed  except  so  much  as  may  be  necessary  to  reimburse  the  person  who 
bore  the  expense  of  their  last  sickness  and  burial,  if  they  did  not  leave  sufficient 
assets  to  meet  such  exi)ense.  And  the  mailing  of  a  pension  check,  drawn  by  a  pen- 
sion agent  in  payment  of  a  pension  due,  to  the  address  of  a  pensioner,  shall  constitute 
payment  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  a  pensioner  subsequent  to  the  execution  of  the 
voucher  therefor.  And  all  prior  laws  relating  to  the  payment  of  accrued  pension  are 
hereby  repeale<l. 

The  above  act  was  aiUed  into  being  because  of  the  various  construc- 
tions which  had  been  made  by  the  Bureau  and  the  Department  of 
section  4718,  Revised  Statutes.  (See  cases  of  William  B.  Weyant, 
9  P.  D.,  276;  mother  of  George  Kerr,  8  P.  D.,  494.)  It  will  be  noted 
that  the  ac»crued  pension  is  limited  to  the  widow  of  the  soldier  or  his 
minor  children  who  were  under  16  at  the  date  of  his  death.  It  is  his 
widow  or  minor  children  who  have  the  right  to  file  the  application, 
and  who,  if  she  or  they  furnish  the  required  proof,  are  entitled  to  the 
arrears  of  pension  from  the  date  the  soldier  ceased  to  draw  same  to 
the  date  of  his  death. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  the  act  of  March  2, 1895,  repealed  section 
4719,  Revised  Statutes,  so  far  as  it  might  be  applicable  to  "accrued 
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pension."    Inasmuch  as  section  4719,  Revised  Statutes,  has  no  refer- 
ence to  ^'accrued  pension,"  no  repeal  could  result. 

The  term  ''accrued  pension/'  as  used  in  section  4718,  Revise<l  Statutes,  means 
the  amount  of  money  unpaid  by  the  Government  to  which  a  pensioner  or  a  person 
who  had  a  valid  claim  for  pension  pending  was  entitled  at  the  time  of  his  death. 
(Attorney-General  Garland,  19  Op.,  1.) 

It  will  be  noted  that  much  of  the  language  of  4718,  Revised  Stat- 
utes, was  carried  over  into  the  repealing  act,  and  the  construction 
given  the  original  law  follows  and  applies  to  the  latter  act.  (Suther- 
land on  Statutory  Construction,  pars.  255-256;  23  Amer.  and  Eng. 
Ency.  of  Law,  p.  370,  and  cases  cited.) 

It  is  manifest  that  the  pensioner  himself,  when  applying  for  restora- 
tion to  the  rolls  under  section  4719,  Revised  Statutes,  could  not  be  held 
to  be  making  application  for  "accrued  pension"  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  of  March  2,  1895,  and  why  should  the  widow,  who  by  the 
statute  is  given  the  right  to  do  what  he  could  have  done  in  hia  lifetime, 
be  held  to  come  within  the  repealing  clause  of  the  act  J 

The  amount  of  money  due  the  widow  in  this  case,  under  her  applica- 
tion filed  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  4719,  Revised  Statutes, 
is  in  the  nature  of  arrears  of  pension.  In  order  to  receive  it  she  not 
only  must  file  an  application,  but  she  must  furnish  evidence  establish- 
ing that  the  soldier  was  disabled  from  the  date  he  last  drew  his  pension 
until  the  date  of  his  death,  and  also  furnish  ''satisfactory"  evidence 
accounting  for  his  failure  to  claim  pension  under  his  original  certificate. 

This  claimant  has  not,  and,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  could  not,  file  an 
application  for  the  restoration  of  her  husband's  name  to  the  rolls  under 
the  act  of  March  2,  1895.  She  filed  her  application  under  section 
4719,  Revised  Statutes,  and  her  allegations  are  in  conformity  with  the 
requirements  of  the  statute,  and  she  appears  to  be  the  widow  who 
would  have  been  entitled  to  the  accrued  pension  under  the  act  of 
Marcii  2,  1895,  had  the  soldier  left  a  pending  claim  or  failed  to  draw 
money  on  a  certificate  issued  to  him;  and  she  has  title  in  law  to  the 
monej'  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  had  he  filed  a  claim  and  fur- 
nished the  required  proof  in  his  lifetime,  provided,  of  course,  that  the 
evidence  she  submits  is  sufficient  to  establish  a  continuance  of  disability 
and  explain  satisfactorily  the  failure  of  the  soldier  to  draw  his  pension. 

The  nature  of  the  evidence  required  to  establish  title  to  restoration 
to  the  rolls  under  section  4719,  Revised  Statutes,  gives  character  to  the 
act  and  discloses  the  intent  of  Congress  in  passing  it.  If  the  soldier 
had  given  a  satisfactory  explanation  why  he  failed  to  draw  his  pension, 
and  furnished  evidence  establishing  that  the  disability  had  existed  all 
the  time  from  the  date  he  was  last  paid  until  the  date  of  his  applica- 
tion under  said  section,  the  general  law  steps  in  and  declares  he  is 
entitled  to  pension  covering  the  period  he  failed  to  draw  the  same. 
Congress  gave  to  the  widow  or  the  minor  children  entitled  to  the 
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accrued  pension  under  the  act  of  March  2,  1895,  the  same  right  the 
soldier  had  under  section  4719,  provided  he  failed  to  exercise  that  right 
in  his  lifetime. 

The  passage  of  the  act  of  March  2,  1895,  deprived  this  claimant  of 
no  rights  she  had  under  section  4719,  Revised  Statutes. 

It  certainly  did  not  deprive  a  soldier  of  any  rights  he  might  have 
had  under  said  section,  and  his  widow  has  the  same  right  he  had,  sub- 
ject to  exactly  the  same  limitations. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  in  holding  under  existing  law  this  claim- 
ant is  not  entitled  to  any  amount  covering  the  period  from  the  date  of 
last  payment  to  soldier  to  the  date  of  his  death  was  error,  and  said 
action  is  hereby  reversed. 

The  papers  are  returned  herewith  for  readjudicationof  the  claim  on 
its  merits  under  the  terms  of  4719,  Revised  Statutes. 


PATHOLOGICAL.  8KQUENCE— AID   AND  ATTENOiVNCE— RATE. 

George  R.  Beatty. 

Appellant  is  now  pensioned  at  the  second-grade  rate  for  '^rheumatism  and  resulting 
disease  of  left  knee  and  shoulder  and  partial  paralysis.*'  It  wafl  found  at  the 
last  medical  examination  to  which  he  was  subjected,  and  from  the  date  of  which 
said  grade  rate  was  allowed,  that  he  was  also  suffering  from  ''a  modified  gen- 
eral i)are8is,"  and  from  locomotor  ataxia;  but  neither  of  these  conditions  can  be 
accepted  as  a  sequel  of  pensioned  causes,  nor  are  they  otherwise  establi8he<l  as 
of  service  origin.  Although  a  rating  of  but  $30  per  month  (second  gra<le)  was 
recommended  in  the  certificate  of  such  examination,  the  objective  conditions 
described  therein,  and  the  collateral  evidence  on  file  as  well,  show  a  condition 
of  total  and  permanent  helplessness,  due,  however,  in  part  to  said  nonpensioned 
causes;  but  after  careful  consideration  of  all  the  facts  in  the  case  the  Depart- 
ment in  of  the  opinion  that  the  allowance  of  the  $50  rate  instead  of  the  second- 
grade  rate  from  the  date  of  said  examination  was  warranted  by  reason  of  pen- 
nioned  causes  alone,  notwithstanding  the  said  recommendation  of  the  examining 
surgeon. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  Z.  Camjfbell  to  tlie  Cointnisswner  of  Pen-slims^ 

February  17,  1903. 

The  ap[)ellant  in  this  case,  George  R.  Beatty,  foniierly  a  private  in 
Company  I),  Seventj'-ninth  Illinois  Volunteers,  is  now  pensioned  at 
the  rate  of  $80  per  month  (second  grade)  for  "rheumatism  and  result- 
ing disease  of  left  knee  and  shoulder,  and  partial  paralysis." 

In  his  original  dt^claration  for  pension,  filed  January  16,  1878,  the 
soldier  alleged  that  in  the  winter  of  1862-63,  from  exposure,  while  a 
prisoner  of  war,  he  "became  sick,  which  settled  in  both  legs  and  left 
shoulder;"  that  he  was  treated  therefor  in  Lihby  Prison  in  January, 
1863,  from  which  place  he  was  sent  to  a  hospital  at  Annapolis,  Md., 
where  he  was  treated  about  six  months;  that  while  there  his  "knees 
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swelled  up  and  burst  open;"  and^that  the  disease  for  which  he  was 
treated  continued  thereafter  '*to  aflfect  his  limbs,  left  shoulder,  and 
left  hand." 

The  soldier  was  examined  under  this  application  April  3, 1878.  The 
following  findings  were  reported  by  the  examining  surgeon: 

I  find  the  fingers  on  the  left  hand  fiexed  one-half  shut.  He  says  he  can  not  rotate 
the  left  arm  around  the  head;  that  the  pain  in  his  shoulder  extends  from  the  left 
scapula  through  the  chest  and  sometimes  affects  the  muscles  of  the  neck;  that  pain 
extends  down  the  inner  and  under  side  of  the  arm  to  the  hand;  that  his  knees  give 
way  after  walking  much,,  and  that  he  can  not  do  ordinary  manual  labor. 

The  claim  was  rejected  February  28,  1879,  on  the  ground  there  was 
no  record  of  the  disability  alleged;  that  the  claimant  was  unable  to 
furnish  medical  evidence  showing  that  it  existed  in  the  service,  and 
that  it  was  shown  that  he  was  treated  in  the  service  for  other  disabili- 
ties than  the  one  alleged. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  "disability  alleged"  was  not  definitely 
stated,  the  claimant  merel}'^  saying  that  he  "became  sick,"  and  that 
such  sickness,  whatever  it  may  have  been,  "settled  in  both  legs  and 
the  left  shoulder."  He  also  said  that  "after  leaving  Libby  Prison  he 
was  sent  to  a  hospital  at  Annapolis,  Md.,  where  he  was  treated  for 
about  six  months,"  presumably  for  the  aforesaid  sickness.  The  med- 
ical records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  he  was  "admitted  to 
Div.  No.  1  (Naval  Academy)  G.  H.,  Annapolis,  Md.,  January  29,1863, 
with  bronchitis,  and  returned  tq  duty  Sept.  7, 1863."  It  will  be  seen, 
therefore,  that  although  the  soldier  was  in  said  hospital  about  eight 
months — he  said  himself  about  six  months — the  onlv  cause  of  dis- 
ability  for  whic^h  he  was  treated  during  that  time  was,  according  to 
the  record,  "bronchitis." 

The  records  also  show  that  the  soldier  "  entered  Div.  No.  8,  G.  II., 
Chattanooga,  Tenn.,  May  17,  1864,  with  contusion  of  penis,  disposi- 
tion not  stated."  The  said  injury  was  also  diagnosticated  as  "contu- 
sion of  testicles,  received  in  action  at  Resaca,  Ga.,  May  14,  1864." 
The  military  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  he  was  carried 
on  the  rolls  as  "absent  sick  in  hospital  at  Chattanooga,  Tenn.,  from 
May  to  October,  1864,"  after  which  he  was  carried  as  present  up  to 
June  12,  1865,  on  which  date  he  was  mustered  out  with  his  company. 
The  medical  records,  however,  fail  to  show  any  further  treatment  for 
any  cause  of  disability  other  than  that  herein  set  out. 

In  view  of  the  soldier's  allegations  as  to  the  nature  of  the  disability 
contracted  by  him  in  the  service,  and  of  the  fact  that  he  was  in  hos- 
pital— presumably  under  treatment — for  so  many  months,  it  seems 
rather  strange  that  the  only  causes  of  disability  made  a  part  of  the 
medical  records  were  those  herein  referred  to. 

In  an  affidavit  filed  Fel)ruary  2,  1880,  the  claimant  made  his  first 
specific  statement  as  to  the  nature  of  the  disability  which  he  had  there- 
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tofore  alleged  as  a  disease  or  sickness  affecting  his  left  side.     In  this 
affidavit  he  said: 

At  the  battle  of  Stone  River  affiant  incurred  his  disability  by  being  exposed  to 
severe  weather  while  in  the  battle  and  on  his  march  as  a  prisoner  of  war.  Raid 
disability  consists  of  severe  rheumatism  throughout  affiant's  left  side,  leg,  and 
shoulder. 

Prior  to  the  date  of  filing  this  affidavit^  but  subsequent  to  the  date 
of  the  rejection  of  the  claim  on  the  grounds  above  stated,  the  soldier 
was  again  examined  by  the  same  examining  surgeon  before  whom  he 
had  previously  appeared.  The  same  conditions,  practical!}',  that  had 
formerly  been  reported  were  reported  in  the  certificate  of  the  said 
second  examination.     But  the  examining  surgeon  added: 

I  do  not  know  the  cause  of  the  disability  nor  the  pathological  conditions  present, 
but  believe  him  entitled  to  total,  or  $8  per  month. 

An  examination  by  another  examining  surgeon  was  made  of  the 
soldier  April  29, 1880.    The  report  of  the  examination  was  as  follows: 

The  applicant  has  chronic  synovitis  of  left  shoulderjoint  and  left  kneejoint  and 
chronic  spinal  meningitis,  the  result  of  an  acute  attack  of  rheumatism.  The  fingers 
are  contracted  into  palm  of  left  hand  and  the  toes  of  left  foot  are  contracted  toward 
the  sole  of  the  foot,  caused  by  the  chronic  spinal  meningitis. 

The  disabilities  of  the  shoulder,  hand,  knee,  and  foot  of  left  side  are  the  result 
of  his  original  attack  of  rheumatism  and  are  equivalent  to  the  loss  of  a  hand  or  foot 

On  May  14,  1880,  a  certificate  of  pension  was  issued  to  the  soldier 
at  the  i^ate  of  $6  per  month  from  June  13,  1865;  $8  per  month  from 
April  3,  1878,  and  $18  (then  third  grade)  from  April  29,  1880,  for 
"rheumatism  and  resulting  disease  of  left  knee  and  left  shoulder" — 
a  very  incongruous  form  of  approval,  to  say  the  least,  for  if  the  soldier 
was  suffering  from  general  rheumatism  the  only  "disease"  of  the 
joints  referred  to  was  part  and  parcel  of  the  said  general  rheumatic 
affection,  and  would,  therefore,  have  been  covered  by  or  included  in  a 
simple  approval  for  rheumatism,  per  se. 

Subsequently,  on  October  19,  1887,  there  was  a  reissue  to  "change 
the  rate  in  the  case"  to  $24  per  month,  which  change  in  rate  was  made 
under  the  following  provision  of  an  act  of  Congress  approved  March 
3,  1883: 

That  from  and  after  the  passage  of  this  act  all  persons  now  on  the  pension  roll, 
*  *  *  who  shall  have  lost  one  hand  or  one  foot,  or  lx?en  totally  or  permanently 
disabled  in  the  same,  or  otherwise  so  disabled  as  to  render  their  incapacity  to  pei^ 
form  manual  labor  equivalent  to  the  loss  of  a  hand  or  foot,  shall  receive  a  pension  of 
twenty-four  dollars  a  month;    *    *    * 

As  above  noted,  at  the  time  the  said  reissue  was  made  the  soldier 
was  on  the  pension  roll  at  the  then  third  grade  rate,  $18  per  month. 

The  aforesaid  action  was  taken  in  consequence  of  a  claim  for  increase 
filed  June  6,  1887,  wherein  the  allegation  was  set  up  that  paralysis  of 
left  side  of  body  and  right  side  of  face,  loss  of  hearing  of  right  ear, 
and  sight  of  right  eye  had  resulted  from  the  causes  of  disability  for 
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which  a  pension  had  already  been  granted;  and  it  is  noted  that  the 
medical  action  spread  on  the  brief  face  at  the  tune  the  said  statutory 
increase  in  rate  was  allowed  included  '^partial  paralysis"  as  an  addi- 
tional result  of  the  rheumatism  for  which  the  claimant  was  pensioned. 
Inasmuch,  however,  as  neither  the  aforesaid  statutory  change  in  rate, 
nor  any  other  increase  in  rate  was  made  in  consequence  of  the  accept- 
ance of  the  alleged  partial  paralysis  as  a  pathologic  sequence  of  said 
pensioned  causes,  the  action  by  which  such  additional  sequence  was  so 
accepted  was  not  in  accord  with  the  practice  that  usually  obtains  in 
this  class  of  claims — the  custom  being  to  merely  record  on  the  brief 
face  in  cases  where  a  new  sequel  of  a  pensioned  cause  is  shown,  but 
which  is  not  considered  as  of  sufficient  importance  to  warrant  an 
increase  in  rate,  that  the  existing  approval  and  rate  covers  all  disa- 
ability  due  to  such  additional  sequel. 

As  above  stated,  the  nature  and  location  of  the  "partial  paralysis" 
was  not  indicated  in  the  medical  approval  referred  to.  The  testimony, 
however,  of  three  physicians,  filed  in  1887,  showed  that  the  soldier 
had  sustained  at  least  two  apoplectic  strokes,  resulting  in  more  or  less 
partial  or  complete  left  hemiplegia.  One  of  these  affiants  said  that  he 
bad  prescribed  for  the  soldier  in  1885,  "  for  a  partial  paralysis,"  and 
that  he  continued  to  treat  him  thereafter,  his  paralysis  continuing 
about  the  same;  that  on  December  13,  1886,  "he  had  an  additional 
stroke  which  rendered  him  helpless  and  speechless  for  more  than  three 
hours,  and  for  a  number  of  days  he  could  only  use  monosyllables;" 
that  the  left  leg  and  arm  were  almost  powerless,  vision  of  right  eye 
very  much  impaired  on  account  of  ptosis  of  right  upper  eyelid,  speech 
inarticulate,  and  hearing  of  right  ear  impaired;  and  that  said  condi- 
tions were  due,  in  affiant^s  opinion,  to  some  trouble  in  the  central 
nervous  system.  That  these  conditions  subsequently  improved,  how- 
ever, as  a  certain  percentage  of  paralyses  due  to  intiucranial  hemor- 
rhage do,  especially  those  due  to  first  and  second  attacks,  is  shown 
by  the  findings  at  a  medical  examination  made  of  the  soldier  Decem- 
ber 12,  1888,  when  it  was  reported  that  there  was  "no  evidence  of 
paralysis  except  slight  ptosis  of  right  eyelid." 

A  claim  for  increase,  filed  December  22, 1900,  wherein  the  pensioner 
alleged  that  paralysis  affected  his  whole  body,  was  rejected  Septem- 
ber 12,  1901,  on  the  ground  that  the  existing  mte  in  the  case  was 
adequate  to  the  degree  of  disability  due  to  pensioned  causes,  and  that 
the  conditions  manifested  at  the  medical  examination,  made  pursuant 
to  the  said  application  for  increase,  were  due,  in  part,  to  other  than 
pensioned  causes. 

The  objective  conditions  manifested  at  said  examination,  according 
to  the  certificate  thereof,  dated  May  9,  1901,  were  as  follows: 

False  rate,  80-118,  can't  exercise;  respiration,  18-26,  can't  ex.;  temperature,  OSj. 

Rheumatism:  No  atrophy  or  contraction  of  muscles  or  tendons.    No  swelling  or 

^Iaiig;ement  of  joints.    Tenderness  and  stiffness  of  joints  of  elbows^  shoulders,  hips, 
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and  knees,  tfoints  of  fingers  of  both  hands  are  stiffened  and  enlai^ed  and  motion 
is  limited  about  one-third.  Motion  of  shoulders  and  elbows  is  limited  about  one-half, 
and  of  hipsi  knees,  and  ankles  about  one-third.  Claimant  can't  dress  himself  with- 
out assistance.     Measurements  uniform;  no  other  joints  invaded. 

Heart:  Apex  impulse  1}  inches  below  and  to  right  of  left  nipple.  Area  of  dallness 
from  2  to  6  inches,  interspace  from  line  of  left  nipple  to  one-half  inch  to  right  of  sternal 
line.  No  disturbance  of  heart's  action  except  it  is  irritable  and  excitable.  No  mur- 
murs, no  dilatation  or  hypertrophy.    No  dyspncea,  oedema,  or  cyanosis. 

Partial  paralysis:  No  hemiplegia  or  paraplegia,  but  a  modified  general  paresis. 
Loss  of  power  and  loss  of  sensation  amount  to  about  half,  and  extends  over  the 
entire  body.  Coordination  is  markedly  impaired.  Can  not  stand  with  eyes  closed. 
There  is  anaesthesia  of  skin  and  history  of  paralysis  of  bowels.  Considerable  mus- 
cular tremor.  No  objective  or  subjective  history  of  syphilis.  Locomotor  ataxia  is 
present. 

Impaired  eyesight:  No  trachoma,  pterygium,  or  blepharitis  present.  No  trichiasis, 
ectropion,  or  entropion;  i^mea  transparent;  no  opacities  or  pannus;  pupils  of  average 
size,  but  do  not  respond  readily  to  light.  Right  eyelid  droops,  result  of  partial 
paralysis.  Vision:  Can  not  read  D.200  with  either  eye,  tested  separately,  without 
glasses,  but  can  read  D.80  with  either  eye  tested  separately  with  glasses. 

Deafness:  Membrana-tympani  slightly  congested.  Eustachian  tubes  pervious. 
Can  hear  ordinary  conversation  6  feet  with  right  ear  tested  separately,  but  can  not 
hear  ordinary  conversation  at  6  feet  with  left  ear  tested  separately.  No  rating  for 
deafness. 

Claimant  can  ride  out  in  pleasant  weather  if  assisted  in  and  out  of  conveyance,  but 
can  not  walk  except  around  the  house  with  crutch  and  cane;  his  condition  is  loco- 
motor ataxia. 

Urinalysis:  8.  G.  1026;  reaction  slightly  acid;  no  albumin;  no  sugar. 

Skin  in  palms  (of  hands)  is  thick,  caused  by  use  of  crutch  and  cane. 

This  claimant  is  so  disabled  from  rheumatism  and  locomotor  ataxia  (partial 
paralysis)  as  to  be  incapacitated  for  performing  manual  labor  and  is  entitled  to  $30  a 
month. 

In  an  appeal  from  the  uaid  adverse  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the 
premises,  filed  October  8,  11)01,  it  was  contended  that  such  action  was 
contrary  to  the  law  and  the  evidence;  that  the  then  existing  rate  in 
the  case  (third  grade)  was  not  adequate  to  the  degree  of  disability  due 
to  pensioned  causes,  and  that  it  was  believed  -that  the  board  of  sur- 
geons by  which  the  claimant  was  last  examined  recommended  the 
allowance  of  the  $72  rate,  and  that  if  the  $50  rate  at  least  was  not  rec- 
ommended an  injustice  was  done  the  appellant. 

Relative  to  these  contentions  the  Bureau  submitted  the  following 
repoi-t,  dated  February  7,  1902: 

After  a  careful  review  of  this  case,  it  seems  i)roper  to  allow  second  grade  from  May 
9,  1901,  for  the  i)ensioned  disabilities.  Impaired  sight  of  right  eye  and  deafness  of 
right  ear  are  not  shown  in  ratable  degree. 

The  Department  thereupon  proceeded  to  dismiss  the  said  appeal  on 
the  ground  that  the  contentions  of  the  appellant  would  be  met  by  the 
action  proposed  by  the  Bureau,  and  remanded  the  papers  in  the  case 
for  the  purpose  of  having  such  action  carried  out.  Thereafter,  to  wit, 
April  6,  1902,  there  was  a  reissue  in  the  case  to  allow  pension  at  the 
rate  of  $30  per  month  (second  grade)  for  the  aforesaid  pensioned 
causes. 
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July  10,  1902,  another  appeal  was  entered  at  the  Department, 
wherein  it  is  contended  that  the  allowance  of  a  rate  of  but  $30  per 
month  was  error  and  contrary  to  law;  that  said  action  was  not  in 
accordance  with  the  evidence  on  file,  and  that  inasmuch  as  the  rate 
recommended  by  the  examining  surgeons  was  $72  per  month  the  $30 
rate  '^was  not  a  sound  rate."  It  is  further  contended  in  such  appeal 
that  the  $72  rate  instead  of  the  $30  i*ate  should  have  been  allowed,  and 
that  ^^  there  appears  no  doubt  whatever  but  what  a  rate  of  $50  should 
have  been  allowed." 

That  the  Department  erred  in  holding,  as  it  did,  that  the  allowance 
of  the  second-grade  rate,  as  recommended  by  the  Bureau,  would  satisfy 
the  contentions  set  up  in  the  said  former  appeal  is  quite  apparent  when 
it  is  noted  that  it  was  contended  in  such  appeal  that  the  allowance  of 
either  the  $50  or  the  $72  rate  was  fully  warranted  by  the  facts  presented 
in  the  premises. 

The  question  now  at  issue,  then,  is  practically  the  same  as  that  for- 
merly considered,  namely,  Does  this  appellant  require  either  the 
frequent  and  periodical,  or  the  regular,  personal  aid  and  attendance  of 
another  person  ? 

The  history  of  the  case,  as  shown  by  the  record  and  the  evidence 
therein,  is  quite  fully  set  out  herein;  and  it  will  be  noted,  it  is  thought, 
that  the  facts  presented  in  such  history  make  it  rather  difficult  to 
arrive  at  a  satisfactory  conclusion  as  to  the  merits  of  the  questions 
raised  in  the  pending  appeal.  Attention  has  heretofore  been  invited 
to  the  fact  that  although  it  is  shown  that  the  soldier  was  in  various 
hospitals  during  a  period  covering  many  Inonths  while  in  the  service, 
the  only  causes  of  disability  of  record  for  which  he  was  treated  during 
such  time  are  bronchitis  and  contusion  of  the  genital  organs,  notwith- 
standing the  fact  that  he  was  in  the  service  two  and  a  half  A^ears  sub- 
sequent to  the  date  of  the  alleged  origin  of  the  causes  of  disability  for 
which  he  is  now  pensioned.  Neither  is  there  any  medical  evidence  on 
file  as  to  his  condition  at  any  time  subsequent  to  his  return  to  his  com- 
pany and  regiment  after  having  been  in  prison  and  in  hospital,  as 
heretofore  stated.  His  captain,  however,  stated  in  an  affidavit  filed 
April  22,  1878,  that  in  November,  1863,  he  had  a  ''disease  of  left 
shoulder  and  arm." 

The  diagnosis  of  "  chronic  spinal  meningitis,"  as  a  ''  result  of  acute 
rheumatism,"  made  by  the  examining  surgeon  l)efore  whom  he 
appeared  in  1880,  is  not  in  accord  with  the  views  of  accepted  authori- 
ties as  to  the  etiology  and  pathology  of  the  condition  diagnosticated. 
This  surgeon  said  that  the  fingers  of  the  soldier^s  left  hand  and  the 
toes  of  his  left  foot  were  contracted  upon  the  palm  of  the  hand  and  the 
sole  of  the  foot,  respectively,  as  a  result  of  chronic  spinal  meningitis. 
These  conditions  might  be  caused  by  spinal  meningitis  (leptomenin- 
gitis), but  the  leptomeningitis  could  not  be  regarded  as  a  sequel  of 
rheumatism,  either  acute  or  chronic. 
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There  is  a  clear  history,  however,  of  at  least  two  apoplectic  strokes 
with  resulting  left  hemiplegia.  The  ''partial  paralysis"  for  which 
the  appellant  is  pensioned  must,  under  the  circumstances,  be  regarded 
as  a  sequel  of  the  said  hemiplegic  attacks;  but  inasmuch  as  no  rheu 
matic  endocarditis — which  might  readily  have  led  to  apoplexy  by 
causing  either  aneurism  or  embolism  of  the  vessels  of  the  brain — ^has 
ever  been  shown  to  exist  in  this  case  the  propriety  of  the  action  by 
which  the  said  "partial  paralysis"  was  accepted  as  a  sequel  of  the 
rheumatism  which  had  previousl}'^  been  accepted  as  of  service  origin 
could  not,  it  is  thought,  be  easily  defended.  But  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  this  question  is  now  res  judicata,  it  need  not  be  further  referred 
to  at  this  time.  It  is  worthy  of  note,  however,  that  in  the  certificates 
of  the  last  two  medical  examinations  made  of  the  soldier  it  is  stated 
that  no  paralysis  was  manifested  at  such  examinations.  In  the  certifi- 
cate dated  December  12,  1888,  as  heretofore  stated,  it  was  reported 
that  there  was  "  no  evidence  of  paralysis  except  slight  ptosis  of  right 
eyelid;"  and  in  the  certificate  of  the  most  recent  examination  made  of 
the  pensioner,  dated  May  9,  1901,  it  is  stated  that  there  is  ''  no  hemi- 
plegia or  paraplegia,  but  a  moderate  general  paresis,"  yet  it  is  also 
stated  that  "  locomotor  ataxia  is  present,"  and  that  the  soldier  '*  can- 
not walk,  except  around  the  house  with  crutcih  and  cane." 

The  fact  that  locomotor  ataxia  is  now  said  to  exist  brings  a  new  ele- 
ment in  the  case  that  needs  to  be  considered  in  determining  the  rate 
that  should  be  allowed  from  the  date  of  the  certificate  of  the  last  med- 
ical examination  made  of  the  appellant,  for  the  disability  due  thereto 
must  Ikj  excluded  in  fixing  wliatever  rate  the  facts  presented  seem  to 
warrant  on  account  of  pensioned  causes. 

In  the  affidavits  of  two  physicians,  filed  February  28,  1901,  it  tends 
to  be  shown  that  the  appellant  was  at  that  time  practically  helpless  by 
reason  of  locomotor  ataxia.  This  fact  complicates  matters  very  mate- 
rially, as  it  is  difficult  to  differentiate  between  the  conditions  accepted 
as  of  service  origin  and  those  due  to  the  locomotor  ataxia.  Then, 
again,  the  alleged  presence  of  locomotor  ataxia  necessarily  calls  up  the 
question  as  to  whether  or  not  syphilis  is  the  cause  thereof,  as  recog- 
nized authorities  are  practically  agreed  that  a  histor}'  of  such  disease 
is  present  in  at  least  80  per  cent  of  cases  of  posterior  spinal  sclerosis 
(tabes  dorsalis;  locomotor  ataxia).  In  the  certificate  of  the  said  most 
recent  medical  examination  made  of  the  soldier,  however,  it  is  stated 
that  there  is  "no  objective  or  subjective  history  of  syphilis."  But 
there  are  two  other  facts  in  addition  to  the  presence  of  tabes,  though 
in  connection  therewith,  that  have  been  presented  in  the  case  that 
point  to  the  probability  at  least  of  the  existence  of  sj^ecific  disease, 
one  of  which  is  the  condition  diagnosticated  as  a  "contusion  of  the 
penis,"  but  which  might  have  l)een  a  chancre,  and  the  other  is  the  state- 
ment of  the  claimant  that  subsequent  to  his-discharge  he  was  treated 
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at  Hot  Springs,  Arte,  a  place,  as  is  well  known,  that  is  eminently  well- 
fitted  for  the  treatment  of  the  disease  in  question,  and  that  is  resorted 
to  by  large  numbers  of  persons  suffering  from  such  disease;  but,  at 
the  same  time,  it  must  be  said  that  large  numbers  of  persons  suffering 
from  rheumatism  also  go  there  for  treatment,  and,  generally,  are  much 
benefited  thereby. 

And  a  still  further  fact  that  points  toward  the  probability  of  the 
existence  of  specific  disease  in  the  case  is  the  occurrence  of  two  strokes 
of  apoplexy  with  resulting  hemiplegia  while  the  soldier  was  not  yet  40 
years  of  age.  The  hemiplegia  described  in  this  case  is  what  is  termed 
alternate  or  crossed  hemiplegia,  which,  says  Charles  L.  Dana,  M.  D., 
is  a  name  given  to  cases  in  which  the  paralysis  affects  the  arm  and  leg 
on  one  side  and  a  cranial  nerve  or  nerves  on  the  opposite  side.  Dana 
also  says  that  alternate  hemiplegia  is  due  usually  to  acute  softening, 
and  this  in  turn  to  syphilitic  disease  at  the  base  of  the  brain. 

In  the  certificate  of  the  most  recent  medical  examination  made  of 
the  appellant  it  is  stated  that  there  is  now  ''no  hemiplegia  or  para- 
plegia, but  a  modified  general  paresis."  In  referring  to  the  various 
supposedly  exciting  causes  of  general  paresis  or  paretic  dementia, 
F.  X.  Dercum,  M.  D.,says: 

Syphilis  as  a  cause  of  paresis  has  been  much  discussed.  Undoubtedly  it  is  a  pow- 
erful factor.  According  to  Graf,  as  many  as  40  per  cent  of  paretics  are  victims  of 
syphilis,  and  Mendel  gives  the  percentage  as  75.  According  to  Rieger,  quoted  by 
Krafft-Ebing,  the  subjects  of  syphilis  are  from  sixteen  to  seventeen  times  more  liable 
to  paretic  dementia  than  others  not  so  affected.  According  to  Regis,  syphilis  exists 
in  seventy  to  ninety  cases  in  every  100  in  general  paralysis.  Hougberg  found  syph- 
ilis in  75.7  per  cent;  Bannister  in  89  per  cent.  Whether  syphilis  is  an  active  factor 
in  the  production  of  paresis  or  is  only  a  predisposing  cause  has  heen  much  dis- 
puted. Several  possibilities  suggest  themselves.  It  is  possible,  first,  that  paresis  is 
the  outcome  of  the  late  actions  of  the  toxine  of  syphilis,  a  parallel  instance  of  such 
supposed  action  being  furnished  by  locomotor  ataxia.  This  parallelism  is  enhanced 
by  the  fact  that  an  ataxia  comparable  to  ordinary  locomotor  ataxia  now  and  then 
precedes  the  development  of  paresis  (paretic  dementia  of  the  ascending  type).  It  is 
poBsible,  secondly,  that  a  nervous  system  profoundly  exhausted  by  the  infection  of 
syphilis  breaks  down  more  readily  under  the  intellectual  and  emotional  strains 
which  play  so  important  a  part  as  exciting  causes  of  paresis.  It  is  further  significant 
that,  for  the  most  part,  paresis  in  syphilitic  subjects  is  a  late  development.  In 
Hougberg's  cases,  eighty-one  in  number,  the  onset  occurred  in  from  five  to  nineteen 
years  after  infection. 

It  must  not  be  inferred  from  what  is  said  and  quoted  above  that  the 
Department  fails  to  recognize  the  fact  that  quite  a  number  of  other 
factors,  such  as  overwork,  overexertion,  intense  and  prolonged  worry, 
terrible  disappointment,  fright,  excessive  nervous  shock,  etc.,  are  men- 
tioned by  various  observers  as  exciting  causes  of  the  condition  referred 
to;  nor  is  it  to  be  considered  that  the  Department  holds  in  this  case 
that  syphilis,  either  inherited  or  acquired,  is  responsible  for  any  exist- 
ing lesion  or  lesions  of  the  soldier's  central  nervous  sj^stem.     The 
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possibility  or  probability  of  such  being  the  ca^e,  however,  can  not  be 
overlooked;  but  inasmuch  as  the  Bureau  has  accepted  the  alleged  partial 
paralysis  (left  hemiplegia)  as  a  result  of  the  "rheumatism  and  result- 
ing disease  of  left  knee  and  left  shoulder"  for  which  the  soldier  was 
originally  pensioned,  thus  eliminating  any  question  as  to  syphilis  hav- 
ing been  a  factor  in  its  causation,  that  acaon  will  be  allowed  to  stand; 
although  if  the  question  as  to  the  propriety  of  accepting  the  aforesaid 
paralytic  strokes  as  dii*ect  pathologic  sequels  of  rheumatism  were  now 
before  the  Department  as  an  original  proposition  no  such  relation  of 
cause  and  effect  could  be  recognized.  But  the  other  conditions  refer- 
able to  the  nervous  system — general  paresis  and  locomotor  ataxia — 
will  not  be  so  accepted. 

The  existence,  however,  of  these  said  additional  conditions  compli- 
cates matters  to  such  an  extent  that  it  is  difficult  indeed  to  differen- 
tiate between  the  degrees  of  disability  due  thereto  and  to  the  said 
pensioned  causes,  respectively.  And  it  is  for  this  reason,  and  also  by 
reason  of  the  fact  that  the  said  soldier  is  now  said  to  be  totally  and 
permanently  helpless,  that  the  different  phases  of  the  case  have  been 
thus  fully  considered  and  discussed. 

The  question  as  to  the  probability  of  syphilis  havnng  been  a  factor 
in  the  causation  of  some  of  the  existing  conditions  has  also  been  fully 
discussed  because  said  disease  is  such  a  frequent  cause  of  such  condi- 
tions; and  while  it  is  stated  in  the  certificate  of  examination  dated  May 
l>,  liH)l,  that  there  were  no  objective  symptoms  of  specific  disease,  it 
is  a  well-known  fact  that  at  times  the  whole  virulency  of  the  disease 
appears  to  be  expended  upon  the  centml  nervous  system  and  the  only 
manifestations  of  such  disea.se  will  be  the  outbreak  of  the  nervous 
phenomena;  and  it  is  also  an  established  fact  that  syphilitic  lesions  of 
the  nervous  system  are  generally  present  as  late  manifestations  of  the 
disease  in  question.  The  interval  between  the  appearance  of  the 
initial  socc  and  the  nervous  manifestations  is,  at  times,  says  Dercum, 
''exceedingly  long— ten,  twelve,  and  fifteen  years  being  not  unusual." 
Other  observers  have  mentioned  instam^es  in  which  the  interval  has 
been  prolonged  to  nineteen,  twenty,  twenty-nine,  and  even  thirty 
years.  These  facts  are  set  out  because  the  locomotor  ataxia  and 
paresis  described  in  this  case  have  only  appeared  within  the  last  few 
years. 

After  careful  consideration  of  all  the  facts  presented  in  this  cuse, 
the  Department  is  of  the  opinion  that  irrespective  of  the  locomotor 
ataxia  and  '*'  general  paresis"  the  pensioner  requires  the  frequent  and 
periodical  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person  by  reason  of 
the  conditions  accepted  by  the  Bureau  as  incident  to  his  military  serv- 
ice; and  while,  as  hcreintefore  indicated,  there  is  no  inconsiderable 
element  of  doubt  as  to  the  propriety  of  the  action  by  which  all  of  such 
conditions  were  accepted  as  of  service  origin,  that  question  is  now 
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practically  res  judicata,  and  the  Bureau,  as  before  stated,  having 
allowed  a  pension  for  the  conditions  referred  to  the  appellant  is  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  said  doubt,  and  should  now  be  allowed  a  pension  com- 
mensurate to  the  degree  of  disability  shown  to  be  due  to  the  aforesaid 
pensioned '  causes. 

The  action  appealed  from  is,  therefore,  hereby  reversed,  and  the 
papers  in  the  daise  are  herewith  remanded  with  a  view  to  the  early 
readjudication  of  the  last  claim  for  increase,  and  the  allowance  of  the 
$50  rate  from  the  date  of  the  medical  examination  held  pursuant  to 
such  claim. 


REIMBURSEMENT— RATE— ACT    OF    MARCH    19,    1886— FR.\im   AXI> 

mistake— divorce  and  remarriage. 
Mary  Brooks  (widow). 

Ifary  Brooks  married  the  soldier  on  August  10,  1865;  was  divorced  from  him  in 
1887;  remarried  him  on  September  22, 1889;  and  he  dieil  on  Deceml)er  23,  1889. 
On  June  13,  1890,  she  was  allowed  a  pension  under  the  general  law  as  the  sol- 
dier's widow,  upon  proof  of  her  first  marriafri^  to  him  in  1865,  at  the  rate  of  $12 
per  month  from  the  date  of  the  soldier's  death,  the  faot  of  her  divorce  and 
remarriage  not  being  disclosed. 

The  act  of  March  19,  1886,  increasing  the  pensions  of  widows  from  $8  to  $12  |)er 
month,  applied  only  to  such  widows  as  had  been  married  prior  to  its  i)as8age  or 
prior  to  or  during  the  service  of  the  soldier. 

Jfeld:  That  the  concealment  of  the  fact  of  divorce  and  remarriaf;:e  ()i)crate(l  as  a  fraud 
in  law,  and  the  reissue  of  the  widow's  certificate  at  the  rate  of  $8  per  month, 
and  the  withholding  payment  of  the  same  for  reimbursement  to  cover  erroneous 
payments,  was  proper. 

Afmstant  Secretary  F,  Z.  Cmnpbell  to  the  Cornmimioner  of  PeiiMlons^ 

FSniary  20,  1903. 

Mary  Brooks  was  on  June  13,  1890,  allowed  a  pension  under  the 
provisions  of  section  4702,  Revised  Statutes,  as  widow  of  William 
Brooks,  late  a  private  in  Company  E,  First  Tennessee  Volunteer 
Cavalry,  and  her  rate  of  pension  was  fixed,  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  March  19,  188(>,  at  ^12  per  month  from  the 
date  of  the  soldier's  death,  December  24,  1889. 

On  March  25,  1901,  her  certificate  was  reissued  at  the  rate  of  $8 
per  month  from  the  date  of  the  soldier's  death,  and  payment  of  the 
same  was  withheld  to  recover  the  amount  of  monev  that  had  been 
erroneously  paid  to  her  under  the  former  certificate  at  the  rate  of  $4 
per  month  from  December  24,  1889,  to  the  date  of  her  last  pa^^ment. 

From  this  action  the  present  appeal  was  taken  on  May  15,  1902. 

The  material  facts  in  this  case  have  all  ))een  admitted  imder  oath  by 
the  appellant,  and  are  as  follows: 

The  appellant  was  first  married  to  the  soldier  in  the  State  of  Ken- 
tucky, on  August  10,  1865,  and  thereafter  resided   with  him  as  his 
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wife  in  that  State,  and  in  Hawkins  County,  in  the  State  of  Tennessee, 
to  which  they  removed,  until  some  time  in  the  year  1887,  when  the 
appellant  obtained  a  decree  of  absolute  divorce  from  the  soldier,  in 
the  chancery  court,  of  Hawkins  County,  Tenn.,  dissolving  her  marri- 
age to  him.  On  September  22,  1889,  the  appellant  was  again  married 
to  the  soldier,  in  Hawkins  County,  Tenn.,  and  from  that  date  she 
lived  with  him  as  his  wife  until  his  death  on  December  23,  1889. 

In  her  application  for  pension  as  widow  of  the  soldier  the  appellant 
alleged  her  first  marriage  to  him  in  1865  and  stated,  under  oath,  that 
^he  had  not  been  married  since  that  date.  She  also  filed  the  testimony 
of  two  witnesses  in  support  of  said  claim  who  stated  that  she  had  been 
married  to  the  soldier  on  August  10,  1865,  and  had  lived  with  him  as 
his  wife  continuously  from  that  date  to  the  date  of  his  death,  and  had 
not  been  married  subsequent  to  that  date.  No  intimation  whatever 
was  given  by  the  appellant  that  she  had  been  divorced  from  the  sol- 
dier, and  had  again  married  him  in  1889;  on  the  contrary,  this  fact 
was  not  disclosed  in  an}'  way  whatever  in  the  proof  filed  by  her  in 
support  of  her  claim  for  pension  as  the  soldier's  widow.  Her  claim 
was,  accordingl}^,  originally  allowed  and  her  rate  of  pension  fixed 
upon  the  l>asis  of  her  marriage  to  the  soldier  in  August,  1865. 

The  act  of  March  19,  1886,  which  increased  the  rate  of  pension  of 
widows  from  $8  to  $12  per  month,  expressh''  provides  as  follows: 

That  this  act  ^hall  apply  only  to  widows  who  were  married  to  the  deceased  soldier 
or  sailor  prior  to  itn  passage,  and  to  those  who  may  hereafter  marry  prior  to  or  dur- 
ing the  service  of  the  soldier  or  sailor. 

The  first  marriage  of  the  appellant  to  the  soldier  in  1865,  having 
been  absolutely  dissolved  b}'  a  decree  of  divorce,  the  legality  and 
validit}'  of  which  is  not  questioned,  it  is  manifest  that  her  only  title  to 
be  now  considered  as  the  widow  of  the  soldier  rests  solely  upon  her 
last  marriage  to  him  in  September,  1889,  and  it  is  too  obvious  to  admit 
of  controversy  or  argument  that  whatever  legal  or  pensionable  rights 
the  appellant  may  now  possess  as  the  widow  of  the  soldier  are  derived 
exclusively  from  siiid  last  marriage  to  him  in  1889.  Since  this  mar- 
riage took  place  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March  19, 
1886,  and  long  subsequent  to  the  military  service  of  the  soldier,  it  is 
clear  that  she  had  no  title  whatever  to  the  benefits  therein  provided, 
and  that  the  rating  $12  per  month  was  allowed  her  in  entire  ignorance 
of  the  true  facts  in  her  case  and  contrary  to  the  plain  letter  of  the  law. 

The  concealment  by  the  appellant  at  the  time  her  pension  was  allowed 
of  the  material  facts  that  slie  had  been  divorced  from  the  soldier,  and 
had  remarried  him  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March  19, 
1886,  whether  it  was  innocently  done  on  her  part,  as  she  asserts,  or 
not,  operated  as  a  fraud  upon  the  Government,  and  by  reason  of  her 
failure  to  disclose  these  facts,  she  received  pension  money  at  the  rate 
of  $4  per  month,  from  the  date  of  the  soldier's  death,  to  which  she  was 
not  entitled  under  the  law.     See  case  of  James  Trosper  (8  P.  D.,  75). 
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Section  4734,  Revised  Statutes,  providing  for  the  withholding  of 
compensation  of  persons  in  arrears  to  the  United  States,  to  which 
attention  is  invited  in  this  appeal,  has  no  bearing  whatever  upon,  and 
is  not  applicable  to,  the  facts  in  this  case. 

It  is  apparent  from  the  foregoing  that  the  action  of  the  Pension 
Bureau  reissuing  the  cei*tificate  of  this  appellant,  at  the  rate  of  $8  per 
month  from  the  date  of  the  soldier's  death,  was  in  strict  accord  with 
the  provisions  of  the  law  and  was  correct.  The  withholding  of  the 
payment  of  appellant's  pension  for  purposes  of  reimbursement  until 
such  time  as  the  amount  of  money  erroneously  paid  to  her,  at  the  rate 
of  ^  per  month  from  the  date  of  the  soldier's  death  to  the  date  of  the 
last  payment  to  her  at  the  rate  of  $12  per  month,  should  be  recovered, 
was  also  proper  and  fully  justified  by  the  facts  in  this  case,  since  these 
erroneous  payments  were  the  direct  result  of  the  appellant's  failure  to 
disclose  and  concealment  of  the  material  facts  in  her  case  and  amounted 
to  fraud  in  law. 

Therefore,  the  action  from  which  the  present  appeal  was  taken  is 
hereby  affirmed. 


PRACnCK-RTTLE      16— ACT     MARC^H     8,     1899— BIVI8ION     OF     PENSION- 
EVIDENCE. 

Lucy  M.  Sherman  v.  James  A.  Sherman. 

Rule  16  of  Practice  does  not  limit  the  right  of  appeal  to  thirty  days  except  to  the 

extent  enumerated  in  said  rule. 
Pensioner  is  60  years  of  age,  with  no  means  of  support,  so  far  as  appears  from  the 

evidence,  but  his  daily  labor  and  a  jiension  of  $16  per  month. 
Claimant  is  about  55  years  of  age  and  the  owner  of  a  10-acre  farm,  valued  by  her 

at  $600,  and  which  furnishes  her  a  home. 
Hdd:  That  claimant  is  not  shown  to  be  in  necessitous  circumstances  within  the 

meaning  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899. 

AMnstant  Secretary  F,  Z.  Cainpbdl  to  the  CommiRRs^onfir  of  Penmm\H^ 

February  2Ii^  1903, 

Lucy  M.  Sherman  appealed  January  1,1903,  from  the  Bureau  action 
of  October  17,  1902,  rejecting  her  claim  filed  October  21,  1901,  for 
one-half  the  pension  of  her  hunband  James  A.  Sherman,  certificate  No. 
191840,  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  secured  through  npecial 
examination  shows  that  desertion  for  statutory  period  did  not  exist 
prior  to  the  execution  of  the  declaration  upon  which  the  claim  is  liased, 
and  which  was  filed  in  the  Bureau  October  21,  1901,  and  that  claimant 
is  possessed  of  a  farm  valued  at  $600  which  can  be  rented  for  $50  to 
(60  per  annum. 

Claimant  contends,  in  effect,  that  her  husband  deserted  her  April 
14,  1901,  and  that  his  subsequent  return  home  was  Init  a  pretense  and 
not  in  good  faith,  and  that  she  is  in  necessitous  circumstances. 
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It  is  contended  by  pensioner's  attorney  that  the  appeal  should  not 
be  entertained  because  not  taken  within  thirty  days  as  required  by 
Rule  16,  Rules  of  Practice;  that  statutor}-  desertion  for  six  months 
prior  to  the  tiling  of  claimant's  application  is  not  shown  and  that  she 
is  not  in  necessitous  circumstances.  Rule  16,  approved  May  6,  1902, 
provides  that: 

Upon  the  adjudication  of  a  claim  for  division  of  pension  under  the  act  of  March  3, 
1899,  in  the  Bureau  of  Pensions,  both  parties  will  be  promptly  notified  by  the  Bureau, 
by  registered  letter,  of  the  action  taken.  Either  party  will  be  allowed  thirty  days 
from  receipt  of  said  notice  to  appeal  fn)m  said  action;  the  appeal  to  be  accompanied 
by  due  proof  of  service  of  a  copy  thereof  upon  the  appellee,  as  required  by  Rule  14 
of  Practice,  approved  November  2,  1901.  Unless  such  Bureau  action  is  appealed 
from  within  thirty  days  from  recei])t  of  said  notice,  the  Bureau  action  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  final,  to  the  extent  that  all  payments  or  division  of  pension  in  accord- 
ance with  such  Bureau  action  will  not,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  or  mistake  of  fact,  be 
disturbed. 

This  rule  only  limits  the  right  of  appeal  to  the  extent  .stated  therein. 
An  appeal  may  be  tiled  liy  either  party  subsequent  to  the  thirty  days 
designated  in  the  rule,  but  the  effect  of  such  appeal,  if  sustained,  would 
not,  in  absence  of  fi-aud  or  mistake  of  fact,  revoke  or  disturb  any 
payments  or  division  of  payments  made  by  the  Bureau  or  its  agents, 
under  or  in  accordance  with  the  Bureau  action  appealed  from  after 
the  expiration  of  the  thirty  days  allowed  for  appeal.  The  appeal, 
when  tiled  after  the  expiration  of  thirty  days  from  the  date  on  which 
the  appellant  received  notice  of  the  Bureau  action,  operates  to  suspend 
payment  of  one-half  pension  in  controversy,  only  from  the  date  on 
which  the  appeal  to  the  Secretary  is  filed  in  this  Department,  and 
pci.ding  the  consideration  of  the  ajipeal. 

The  first  contention  on  behalf  of  pensioner  is  therefore  not  well 
taken,  and  the  appeal  will  be  considered  upon  its  merits. 

It  appears  that  the  pensioner  is  60  ^^eara  of  age  with  no  means  of 
support,  so  far  as  appeal's  from  the  evidence,  but  his  daily  labor  and 
a  pension  of  $16  per  month. 

Claimant  is  about  fifty-five  years  of  age  and  the  owner  of  a  lO-acre 
farm  valued  by  her  at  $600,  and  which  furnishes  her  a  home. 

The  Department  is  of  the  opinion  that  claimant  is  not  shown  to  be 
in  necessitous  circumstances  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  March  3, 
1899.  See  authorities  cited  in  the  case  of  Dustin  r,  Dustin  (12  P.  D., 
77). 

It  becomes  unnet-essarv  to  recite  or  dis<•ll^  ^  the  evidence  as  to 
desertion. 

The  rejection  of  claimant's  application  is  sustained. 
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mccessitous  circumstances— act  of  march  8,  1800— evidence. 

Martha  Ashlet  v.  John  F.  Ashley. 

The  adjadication  and  allowance  of  a  claim  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  in  the 
absence  of  any  testimony  that  the  claimant  is  in  necessitous  circumstances,  is 
clearly  error. 

Ass^uitant  Secretary  J^.  L.  CainpheU  to  the  Corafnism.o7ier  of  Pensions^ 

FSruary  2^,  1903. 

John  F.  Ashley,  a  pensioner  under  certificate  No.  953960,  appealed 
January  2, 1903,  from  the  Bureau  action  of  May  29, 1901,  allowing  the 
claim  of  his  wife,  Martha,  filed  May  28,  1900,  for  one-half  his  pen- 
sion on  the  ground  that  he  had  deserted  her,  she  being  a  woman  of 
good  moral  character  and  in  necessitous  circumstances. 

Pensioner  contends  that  said  action  is  unjust,  that  his  wife  separated 
from  him  ten  years  ago,  at  which  time  he  gave  her  one-half  his 
property. 

To  entitle  claimant  to  one-half  her  husband^s  pension  the  law 
requires  that  she  be  shown  to  be  in  necessitous  circumstances. 

An  examination  of  the  papers  in  this  case  fails  to  disclose  any  evi- 
dence as  to  her  necessitous  circumstances  aside  from  her  fonnal 
allegation  in  her  application. 

One  person,  in  an  unsworn  statement,  has  alleged  that  claimant  was 
"in  necessitous  circumstances."  This  statement,  even  if  sworn  to, 
would  not  establish  the  fact.  The  question  whether  claimant  at  the 
date  of  filing  her  application  was  in  necessitous  circumstances  is  a 
mixed  question  of  law  and  fact  to  be  determined  by  the  Bureau  and 
this  Department,  upon  evidence  which  shows  the  nature  and  amount 
of  property  owned  or  controlled  by  the  wife,  and  her  means  of  sup- 
port. The  witnesses  should  also  state  their  means  of  knowledge  or 
source  of  information. 

In  thb  case  there  is  no  evidence  upon  the  subject  of  claimant's 
necessitous  circumstances. 

The  adjudication  and  allowance  of  a  claim  under  the  act  of  March  3, 
1899,  in  the  absence  of  any  testimony  that  the  claimant  is  in  necessi- 
tous circumstances,  is  clearly  error. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  therefore  reversed,  the  case  reopened 
and  claimant  will  be  given  an  opportunity  to  establish  by  proper  proof 
her  necessitous  circumstances. 

Upon  receipt  ©f  satisfactory  evidence  showing  claimant's  financial 
c*ondition  and  means  of  support  at  the  time  of  filing  her  said  applica- 
tion the  case  will  be  readjudicated  by  the  Bureau  and  the  parties  noti- 
fied of  the  action  taken,  in  accordance  with  rule  16  of  Practice. 

The  papers  in  the  case  are  herewith  returned  with  duplicate  copies 
of  this  decision,  which  will  be  forwarded  by  the  Bureau  to  the  respect- 
ive parties. 
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PKACriCK— NOTICE— ATTORNEY— ACT  MABCU  3,  1809. 

Lizzie  Hogg  v.  Thomas  H.  Hogg. 

The  evidence  in  tliiH  case  fails  to  sliow  service  of  a  copy  of  claimant's  appeal  upon 
the  pensioner  or  his  attorney  of  record,  as  required  by  Rule  14  of  Practice. 

Service  of  a  copy  of  the  appeal  upon  pensioner's  attorney  in  his  invalid  claim,  there 
being  no  evidence  tending  to  show  that  he  was  authorized  to  act  as  his  attorney 
in  this  (;laim  subsequently  instituted  by  claimant  under  the  act  of  March  3, 1899, 
and  no  appearance  having  been  entered  by  said  attorney  or  pensioner  in  answer 
to  said  appeal  and  there  being  no  waiver  of  service,  the  appeal  is  dismissed  under 
Rule  14  of  Practice,  and  the  authorities  herein  cited. 

Aasistant  Secretary  F.  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Com/niissi/mer  of  Pensions^ 

Felrruary  ^^  1903. 

Lizzie  Hogg,  by  her  attorney,  on  January  2,  1903,  filed  an  appeal 
from  the  Bureau  action  of  November  21,  1902,  dropping  her  name 
from  the  rolls  on  the  ground  that  statutory  desertion  was  not  estab- 
lished, and  it  had  not  been  alleged  by  claimant  that  pensioner  is  an 
inmate  of  a  soldiers'  home. 

Accompanying  the  appeal  was  an  affidavit  of  claimant  to  the  effect 
that  a  copy  of  the  appeal  had  been  sent  in  a  registered  letter  to  A. 
Parlett  Lloyd,  and  a  registry  receipt  card  acknowledging  the  receipt 
of  the  letter  was  attached  to  the  appeal. 

Said  appeal  and  proof  of  service  of  a  copy  thereof  as  above  stated 
was  first  presented  for  filing  Deceml>er  17,  1902,  and  returned  to 
claimant's  attorney  December  18,  1902,  for  proof  of  service  as  required 
by  Rule  14  of  Practice,  and  attention  was  invited  to  the  fact  that  it  did 
not  appear  from  proof  of  service  that  '^A.  Parlett  Lloyd  is  pensioner's 
attorney  or  in  Kxxy  manner  authorized  to  represent  him  in  said  alleged 
claim." 

To  this  communication  claimant's  attorney  returned  the  appeal  and 
said  proof  of  service,  stating  that  "Mr.  A.  Parlett  Lloyd  appears  as 
attorney  of  record  in  this  case,  which  should  be  sufficient  evidence.'' 

Accepting  this  statement  of  the  attorney  for  claimant  as  cx)rrect,  the 
appeal  was  duly  filed  and  docketed  and  transmitted  to  the  Bureau  with 
instructions  to  suspend  payment  of  the  portion  of  pension  in  contro- 
versy, pending  consideration  of  the  appeal  and  to  forward  papers  in 
the  case  to  the  Board  of  Pension  Appeals.  A  notice  was  sent  to  Mr. 
A.  Parlett  Lloyd,  to  his  address  as  given  by  appellant,  July  8, 1902, 
advising  him  of  his  right  to  answer  the  appeal  within  30  days  under 
Rule  15,  a  copy  of  which  was  inclosed. 

The  thirty  days  having  elapsed  and  no  answer  or  appearance  having 
been  entered  b}'  said  alleged  attorney  for  pensioner,  or  by  the  pen- 
sioner, the  case  is  now  taken  up  for  consideration  of  the  appeal. 
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Upon  an  examination  it  appears  that  the  evidence  and  papers  in  the 
case  wholly  fail  to  show  that  A.  Pariett  Lioyd  was  over  the  attorney 
for  pensioner  in  this  claim,  or  in  any  manner  authorized  to  appear,  or 
accept  service  for  pensioner  in  this  case. 

It  does  appear  that  Mr.  Lloyd  was  the  attorney  for  pensioner  in  his 
invalid  claim  in  1892,  but  other  attorneys  were  appointed  by  pensioner 
in  that  claim  in  1897,  which  fact  would  indicate  that  his  attorneyship 
had  ceased  long  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  and 
the  filing  of  this  claim  under  said  act. 

Kule  14  of  Practice  requires  that  a  copy  of  the  appeal  must  be 
served  upon  the  appellee  or  his  or  her  attorney  of  re(*x)rd  before  the 
f^peal  will  be  entertained,  and  that  the  proof  of  service  must  be  such 
as  will  satisfy  the  Department  that  the  appellee  has  be^n  informed  of 
the  appeal  and  the  contents  thereof.  Notice  to  the  attorney  of  the 
appellant  is  notice  to  the  appellant,  but  by  "attorney  of  record"  is 
clearly  meant  the  attorney  of  record  in  the  particular  case  in  which 
the  notice  is  required,  not  the  attorney  of  record  in  some  other  case. 

So  far  as  it  appears  in  this  case  the  appellee  has  received  no  notice 
of  this  appeal.  The  record  shows  that  in  the  Bureau  and  before  the 
special  examiner,  pensioner  has  contested  his  wife's  application  for 
one-half  his  pension,  and  he  is  entitled  to  be  heard  in  reply  to  her 
appeal.     He  has  in  no  manner  waived  that  right. 

As  was  held  in  Ellis  v.  Ellis  (11  P.  D.,  268): 

In  cases  of  contest  over  the  division  of  pension  under  the  ai^t  of  March  3, 1899,  the 
appellee  is  entitled  to  notice  of  the  appeal  and  a  copy  thereof,  and  reasonable  time 
in  which  to  file  a  brief  and  argument  in  support  of  the  Bureau  action  appealed  from. 

In  the  case  of  Loughry  t\  Loughry  (ibid.,  523)  it  was  held  that  "  in 
the  absence  of  proof  of  service  of  an  appeal,  there  being  no  waiver  of 
service  by  the  appellee,  the  appeal  will  be  dismissed." 

In  the  case  of  Conover  v.  Conover  (ibid.,  524)  it  was  held: 

An  affidavit  stating;  that  a  copy  of  the  api)eal  attached  thereto  liad  been  sent 
throQgh  the  mail  to  the  address  of  the  claimant,  as  given  by  the  Pension  Bureau,  is 
not  due  proof  of  service  of  the  appeal,  as  the  proof  should  show  that  the  same  was 
mailed  by  registered  letter,  and  that  the  return  registry  receipt  attached  to  such 
proof  was  the  receipt  for  the  registered  letter  containing  a  true,  full,  and  complete 
copy  of  said  appeal  and  the  notice  of  apjieal. 

In  Hantch  v.  Hantch  (12  P.  D.,  44)  it  was  held,  October  26,  1901, 
that: 

Appeals  from  Bureau  action  in  cases  under  the  first,  sei^ond,  or  third  provisos  of 
the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  unaccompani^  by  due  pnM)f  of  service  of  a  copy  of  the 
appeal  upon  the  appellee  or  his  or  her  attorney  of  record  are  defective,  and  in  future 
such  appeals  will  not  be  docketed  or  filed  as  an  appeal,  but  will  be  promptly 
returned  to  the  appellant  with  the  information  that  befon*  the  appeal  will  ])e  docketed 
or  considered  it  must  be  acconijyanied  with  due  proof  of  service  of  a  copy  of  the 
appeal  upon  the  appellee  or  his  or  her  attorney  of  rec'ord. 
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So  also  in  the  case  of  Van  Houten  v.  Van  Houten  (ibid.,  167)  it  was 
held: 

In  the  abeence  of  due  proof  of  service  of  an  appeal  from  Bureau  action  under  the 
first,  second,  or  third  provisos  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  there  being  no  waiver  of 
notice,  or  appearance  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  appellee,  the  appeal  will  not  be  enter- 
tained. 

In  future  such  appeals,  unaccompanied  by  due  proof  of  service,  in  the  absence  of 
waiver  of  notice  or  appearance  on  the  part  of  the  appellee,  will  not  be  filed  or  dock- 
eted, but  will  be  promptly  returned  to  appellant  or  his  or  her  attorney  of  record  for 
(k>mpliance  with  Rule  14  of  Practice. 

When  the  appeal  is  perfected  by  due  proof  of  service  it  will  be  filed,  docketed,  and 
numbered,  and  the  Bureau  of  Pensions,  the  appellant,  and  appellee  promptly  noti- 
fie<l  thereof  in  accordance  with  Rule  15  of  Rules  of  Practice. 

The  appeal  in  this  case  is  dismissed  for  want  of  proof  of  noticre  to  the  appellee  or 
her  attorney,  and  the  papers  are  herewith  returned.  -* 

Appeals  in  this  class  of  eases  operate  to  suspend  the  payment  of 
one-half  the  pension  due  the  pensioner  pending  the  consideration  of 
the  appeal.  They  serve  the  purpose  of  a  writ  of  supersedeas  or  other 
similar  judicial  writs  and  stay  further  proceedings  in  the  case,  so  far 
as  they  involve  further  payment  of  the  one-half  of  the  pension  in  con- 
troversy pending  the  consideration  of  the  appeal  by  the  Secretary. 
As  stated  in  Adams  v.  Adams  (12  P.  D.,  370-377),  "They  are  analo- 
gous to  writs  of  garnishment  or  attachment  in  suits  at  law  and  hold 
the  property  in  statu  quo  pending  the  determination  of  the  question 
of  title."  Such  being  the  case,  the  appellee  is  entitled  to  notice  of 
appeal. 

Good  practice,  as  woll  as  justice  and  fairness  to  appellees  in  this 
class  of  cases,  require  that  they  be  served  with  a  copy  of  the  appeal, 
and  thus  bo  advised  of  the  reasons  for  which  the  Bureau  action  is 
sought  to  be  reversed  or  modified,  in  order  that  they  may  intelligently 
answer  the  contention  of  the  appellant.     Scott  v,  Scott  (12  P.  D.,411). 

Service  of  a  copj'^  of  the  appeal  upon  pensioner's  attorney  in  his 
invalid  claim,  there  being  no  evidence  tending  to  show  that  he  was 
authorized  to  act  as  his  attorney  in  this  claim  subsequently  instituted 
by  claimant  under  the  act  of  March  3, 1899,  and  no  appearance  having 
been  entered  by  said  attorney  or  pensioner  in  answer  to  said  appeal, 
and  there  being  no  waiver  of  service,  the  appeal  is  dismissed  under 
Rule  14  of  Practice,  and  the  authorities  herein  cited. 


jtnusdicnon— divorce— pr acticte— division  of  pension. 
Christine  Cooper  v.  Joel  S.  Cooper. 

Claimant  should  test  the  validity  of  her  husband's  alleged  fraudulent  divorce  in  the 
court  where  the  divorce  was  procured,  or  impeach  its  validity  by  proper  pro- 
cee<lings  in  another  court. 

Public  policy  and  adminis+rative  duty  require  that  questions  of  this  nature  should  U* 
left  to  the  courts  and  that  parties  questioning  the  validity  of  a  decree  or  judgment 
of  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter,  collaterally,  in  a  pro- 
ceeding of  this  nature;  should  be  relegated  to  vhe  courts  for  their  remedy. 
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A^fsistarU  Secretary  F,  L.  Cainpbell  to  the  Cotmnissloiier  of  Pensions^ 

February  2J^,  190L 

Mrs.  Christine  Cooper  appealed  January  9,  1903,  from  the  Bureau 
action  of  November  21,  1902,  suspendinif  payment  to  her  of  one-half 
the  pension  of  her  husband,  Joel  S.  Cooix^r  (Certificate  No.  520126), 
July  17, 1902,  and  dropping  her  name  fi*om  the  rolls  because  of  divorce 
gi*anted  pensioner  on  that  date. 

Claimant  contends  by  her  attorney  that  the  divorce  is  void  because 
of  fraud  and  want  of  jurisdiction ;  that  her  husband  was  not  a  resident  of 
the  county  in  which  the  divorce  was  procured,  as  required  by  the  law 
of  Missouri;  that  she  was  a  nonresident  of  Missouri  and  was  not  served 
with  notice  of  the  suit  of  divorce,  although  her  address  and  residence 
were  well  known  to  her  husband,  and  lastly  that  the  petition  was 
jurisdictionally  defective  in  failing  to  allege  that  the  wife  was  absent 
against  the  will  of  the  petitioner,  citing  the  Missouri  Code,  and  Cole  v. 
Cole  (3  Mo.  App.,  571);  Hoffman  v.  Hoffman  (43  Mo.,  647);  Clark  v. 
Clark  (48  Mo.  App.,  157),  et  al. 

Pensioner  asserts  that  he  was  a  legal  resident  of  the  county  in  which 
the  divorce  was  procured,  that  the  proceedings  were  regular,  and  the 
divorce  valid. 

It  apjx^ars  from  a  transcript  of  the  record  of  the  circuit  court  of 
Caldwell  County,  Mo. ,  that  a  decree  of  divorce  was  granted  Joel  S. 
Cooper,  plaintiff,  in  a  suit  against  Christine  Cooper,  defendant,  at  the 
July  term,  1902.  The  decree  recites  that  "  the  defendant,  although 
duly  summoned  as  the  law  directs,"  etc. 

If  this  recital  in  the  decree  is  false,  or  if  the  court  did  not  have 
jurisdiction  of  the  defendant,  claimant  herein,  or  if  the  plaintiff  prac- 
ticed a  fraud  upon  the  court,  should  these  questions  be  inquired  into 
and  passed  upon  by  this  Department  in  a  collateral  proceeding  of  this 
nature? 

Suppose  this  Department  should  find  that  said  court  was  without 
jurisdiction  and  the  decree  void  and  that  claimant  was  still  the  legal 
wife  of  pensioner,  notwithstanding  the  finding  of  the  court  and  the 
unreversed  decree  of  record,  the  result  would  be  that  while  the  law  of 
Missouri  declared  that  she  was  not  the  wife  of  the  said  Joel  S.  Cooper, 
the  law  of  the  United  States  as  construed  by  the  executive  department 
would  declare  her  to  be  his  legal  wife. 

In  the  recent  case  of  Ann  McCandry  v,  John  McCandry,  alias  John 
McKenzie,  docket  No.  76820,  a  similar  question  was  presented. 

It  was  there  contended  that  the  divorce  procured  by  the  husband  in 
the  State  of  Maine  was  fraudulent  and  void;  that  the  wife,  who  was 
never  within  the  State  of  Maine,  was  not  served  with  notice,  and  that 
under  the  law  of  Massachusetts,  where  she  had  alwa^^s  resided,  she 
could  attack  the  validity  of  the  decree  either  upon  the  ground  of  fraud 
or  want  of  jurisdiction,  citing  Sewell  v.  Sewell  (122  Mass.,  156-161); 
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Thompson  r.  Whitman  (18  Wall.,  457),  and  2  Bishop  on  Marriage  and 
Divorce,  panigmpli  184, 

The  Commissioner  of  Pensions  held  that  as  both  parties  were  living 
and  the  courts  open  to  them,  the  validit}^  of  the  decree  of  divorce 
should  l)e  tested  where  the  decree  was  procured,  and  this  holding  on 
the  part  of  the  Commissioner  was,  from  an  atlministrative  point  of 
view,  sustained  by  the  Department,  January  9,  1903.  (See  552 
L.  B.,  89.) 

In  that  case,  as  in  the  one  under  considemtion,  the  question  was, 
under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  whether  the  claimant  was  the  lawful 
wife  of  the  pensioner.  The  question  in  both  cases  as  to  wifehood  is, 
by  the  act  of  August  7,  1882,  to  be  tested  b}'^  the  lex  loci.  In  this 
case  parties  were  married  in  the  State  of  Ohio  and  were  residing  in 
the  State  of  Iowa  when  the  alleged  desertion  occurred.  It  is  conceded 
that  under  the  laws  of  Ohio  and  Iowa  and  Missouri  the  validity  of  the 
divorce  procured  b}'  the  huslmnd  in  the  State  of  Missouri  could  be 
questioned  or  attai-ked  collaterally  on  the  ground  of  want  of  jurisdic- 
tion, and  that  the  wife  could  attack  the  validity  of  the  Missouri  decree 
collateniUy  and  without  proceeding  in  the  court  in  which  the  divorce 
decree  was  rendered. 

See  decisions  in  the  case  of  Cox  v.  Cox  (19  Ohio  St.,  502),  2  Am. 
Rep.,  415;  Pennywit  Foot  (27  Ohio  St.,  GOO);  Van  Fossen  v.  State  (27 
Ohio  St.,  317),  41  Am.  Rep.,  507;  Spier  v.  Corll  (33  Ohio  St.,  236); 
Cross  V,  Armstrong  (44  Ohio  St.,  613-627);  Rogers  i\  Guinn  (21  Iowa, 
58);  Whetstone  r.  Whetstone  (31  Iowa,  276);  Melhop  t\  Doane  (Ibid., 
597),  7  Am.  Dec,  147;  Dunlap  v.  Cody  (Ibid.,  260),  7  Am.  Dec,  129; 
Whitcomb  r.  Whitcomb  (46  Iowa,  437);  Rush  v.  Rush  (46  Iowa,  648 
and  48  Iowa,  701);  State  v.  Fleck  (54  Iowa,  429);  Lawrence  v.  Nelson 
(113  Iowa,  277);  Golahar -<;.  Gates  (20  Mo.,  238);  Mcl^urine  v.  Mon- 
roe (30  Mo.,  462);  Marx  r.  Fore  (51  Mo.,  69),  11  Am.  Dec,  432; 
Edger  r.  Stover  (59  Mo.,  S7);  Napton  v.  Leaton  (71  Mo.,  258-367); 
Meyer  /'.  Ilartman  (14  Mo.  App.,  132);  Hamlin  i\  TaU>ott  (72  Mo. 
App.,  22),  and  Seymour  v\  Newman  (77  Mo.  App.,  578).  See  also 
Cooley  on  Constitutional  Limitations  (6  Ed.),  p.  494  and  note  "1;" 
Story  on  Conflict  of  Law  (7  Ed.),  par.  229a  and  note  ''  1,"  p.  258;  1 
Freeman  on  Judgments  (4  Ed.),  p.  133  and  note  ''1;"  2  Ibid.,  par. 
580  and  notes  on  pp.  1001-2;  17  Am.  and  Eng.  Ency.  (2  Ed.),  p.  1046 
and  note  "'  2;*'  Ibid.,  p.  1057,  par.  24,  and  note  ''8." 

While  claimant  is  authorized  to  attack  the  validitv  of  said  decree, 
collaterally,  in  the  courts,  it  does  not  follow  that  she  should  therefore 
be  permitted  to  (juestion  the  validity  of  the  judicial  decree  in  a  pro- 
ceeding before  an  executive  branch  of  the  Government,  or  that  the 
Bureau  of  Pensions,  or  this  Department,  should  be  ))urdened  with  a 
duty  which  tlie  law  has  placed  exclusively  in  the  charge  of  the  courts, 
or  the  judicial  branch  of  the  State  governments. 
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Public  policy  and  administrative  duty  require  that  questiouH  of  this 
nature  should  be  left  to  the  courts,  and  that  parties  questioning  the 
validity  of  a  decree  or  judgment  of  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction 
over  the  subject-matter,  collaterally,  in  a  proceeding  of  this  nature, 
should  be  relegated  to  the  courts  for  their  remedy;  that  so  long  as 
the  decree  is  judicially  unimpaired,  it  should,  at  least  so  long  as  both 
parties  to  the  decree  are  alive  and  the  courts  open  to  their  relief,  be 
accepted  by  the  Pension  Bureau  and  this  Department  as  conclusive  of 
the  marital  status  of  the  parties. 

The  decree  in  this  case  was  by  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction  over 
the  subject  of  divorce  of  its  citizens.     It  is  regular  on  its  face. 

The  Department  is  of  the  opinion  that  claimant  should  test  the 
validity  of  her  husband's  alleged  fraudulent  divorce  in  the  court 
where  the  divorce  was  procured,  or  impeach  its  validity  by  proper 
proceedings  in  another  court. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  affiitned. 


PRACrriCE— inSMISSALr-IirV^lHION  OF  PKNHIONS-ACT  MAllCH  3,  1800. 

Rachel  Melton  v.  Austin  P.  Melton. 

When,  after  appeal  in  cases  under  the  first,  second,  or  third  provisos  of  the  act  of 
March  3, 1899,  the  case  is  remanded  to  the  Bureau  for  further  action,  read  judication, 
and  report,  and  the  Bureau  reports  that  the  action  appealed  from  is  receded  from, 
or  that  the  contention  of  the  appellant  is  conceded  to  be  well  taken,  the  appeal  will 
be  dismisseil  and  the  appellee  will  be  entitled  to  thirty  days  in  which  to  appeal 
from  the  adverne  Bureau  action,  during  which  period  suspension  of  payment  of 
the  one-half  of  the  pension  in  controversy  will  be  continued,  unless  the  right  of 
ap|)eal  is  sooner  waived  by  the  appellee. 

Appellant' H  contention  that  he  did  not  desert  claimant  having  l)een  conceded  by  the 
Bureau  in  this  case,  after  special  examination  the  appeal  is  dismissed. 

AHHUitant  Secretary  F,  L,  Camj>hell  to  tJie  Ccnnmissiotwr  of  Pensions^ 

February  U,  ^903. 

Austin  P.  Melton,  a  pensioner  under  Certificate  No.  315801, 
appealed  July  7,  1902,  from  the  Bureau  action  of  May  29, 1902,  allow- 
ing the  claim  of  his  wife  Kachcl,  filed  February  15,  1901,  and  August 
13,  1901,  for  one-half  his  pension  on  the  ground  that  he  had  deserted 
her. 

Pensioner  contended  in  his  appeal  that  he  had  not  deserted  claimant, 
but  that  she  was  responsible  for  the  separation. 

The  appeal  was  considered  in  part  by  the  Department  September 
13,  1902,  when,  in  view  of  the  unsatisfactory  character  of  the  ex  parte 
testimony,  the  papers  were  returned  to  the  Bureau  for  special  exami- 
nation, action,  and  report. 
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The  case  having  been  specially  examined  the  Bureau  on  February 
4,  1903,  receded  from  the  action  appealed  from  and  held  that — 

soldier's  separation  from  claimant  at  the  time  he  entered  the  Pacific  Branch  of  the 
National  Home  Disabled  Volunteer  Soldiers,  at  Los  Angeles  Ck>unty,  Cal.,  wajs  not 
of  such  a  character  as  to  constitute  willful  desertion,  and  the  period  of  statutory 
desertion,  six  months  subsequent  to  his  discharge  from  the  Home,  had  not  elapsed  at 
the  time  of  executing  declaration  July  31,  1901,  hence  no  valid  declaration  is  now  on 
file  to  cover  desertion,  if  any,  since  xlischarge. 

Also  allowing  her  claim  under  the  declaration  filed  February  15, 1901, 
based  on  the  third  proviso  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  holding  that 

pensioner  was  an  inmate  of  the  Pacific  Branch  of  the  National  Home  Disabled  Vol- 
unteer Soldiers,  Los  Angeles  County,  Cal.,  and  that  she  was  a  woman  of  good  moral 
character  and  in  necessitous  circumstances,  ))ayments  to  terminate  June  29,  1901, 
date  of  pensioner's  dischai^ge  from  the  Home. 

When,  after  appeal  in  cases  under  the  first,  second,  or  third  provisos 
of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  the  case  is  remanded  to  the  Bureau  for 
further  action,  readjudication,  and  report,  and  the  Bureau  reports 
that  the  action  appealed  from  is  receded  from,  or  that  the  contention 
of  the  appellant  is  conceded  to  be  well  taken,  the  appeal  will  t)e  dis- 
missed and  the  appellee  will  be  entitled  to  thirty  days  in  which  to 
appeal  from  the  adverse  Bureau  action,  during  which  period  suspension 
of  payment  of  the  one-half  of  the  pension  in  controversy  will  be  con- 
tinued, unless  the  right  of  appeal  is  sooner  waived  by  the  appellee. 

Appellant's  contention  that  he  did  not  desert  claimant  having  been 
conceded  by  the  Bureau  in  this  case,  after  special  examination,  the 
appeal  is  dismbsed,  and  the  papers  in  the  case  are  herewith  returned. 


DIVISION  OF  PENSION— MABITAL.  DESERTION. 

Martha  A.  Hayes  v.  Abnek  Hayes. 

The  question  of  marital  desertion  is  immaterial,  so  far  as  it  involves  the  wife's  right 
to  one-half  her  husband's  pension  under  the  second  or  third  proviso  of  the  act  of 
March  3,  1S99. 

Medley  v.  Medley  (12  P.  D.,  490) ;  Adams  v.  Adams  (Ibid.,  370);  and  Livengood  v. 
Livengood  (13  P.  D.,  134). 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  PenalonSy 

Fdtyrmry  28^  1903. 

Abner  Hayes,  a  pensioner  under  certificate  No.  198369,  appealed 
January  21,  1903,  from  the  Bureau  action  of  February  7,  1902,  allow- 
ing the  claim  of  his  wife,  Martha  A.,  filed  October  25,  1900,  for  one- 
half  his  pension  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  on  the  ground  that 
pensioner  was  an  inmate  of  the  National  Military  Home,  Leavenworth 
County,  Kans.,  and  that  his  wife  was  of  good  moral  character  and  in 
necessitous  circumstances.    Also  holding  that  desertion  was  not  shown. 

Pensioner's  sole  contention  in  his  appeal  is  that  he  did  not  desert 
his  wife,  but  that  she  deserted  him. 
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It  is  true  that  claimant  in  her  said  application  filed  October  25, 1900, 
based  her  claim  for  one-half  her  husband^s  pension  upon  the  ground 

that  he  deserted  her  on  the day  of  February,  1900,  and  had  not 

since  lived  with  her  or  contributed  to  her  support.  Her  application 
contained  no  allegation  that  pensioner  was  an  inmate  of  a  State  or 
National  Home. 

The  case  was  specially  examined  in  January,  1902,  and  the  testi- 
mon\^  taken  by  the  examiner  failed  to  establish  marital  desertion  on 
the  part  of  pensioner,  but  did  disclose  the  fact  that  pensioner  was  an 
inmate  of  the  National  Soldiers'  Home  in  Leavenworth  County,  Kans., 
where,  according  to  his  testimony,  he  had  resided  since  1892. 

The  te-stimony  filed  by  claimant  also  established  prima  facie  that 
she  was  a  woman  of  good  moral  character  and  in  necessitous  circum- 
stances, and  pensioner  does  not  question  claimant's  allegations  and 
proof  in  this  regard. 

The  question  of  marital  desertion  is  immaterial,  so  far  as  it  involves 
the  wife's  right  to'  one-half  her  husband's  pension  under  the  second  or 
third  proviso  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899. 

Medley  v.  Medley  (12  P.  D.,  490);  Adams  v.  Adams  (Ibid.,  370);  and 
Livengood  v.  Livengood  (13  P.  D.,  134). 

The  Bureau  action  awarding  claimant  one-half  of  her  husband's 
pension  on  the  ground  that  he  was  an  inmate  of  a  National  Soldiers' 
Home  was  justified  by  the  evidence  and  was  in  accord  with  the  depart- 
mental holding  in  the  Livengood  case,  supra,  wherein  it  was  announced 
that — 

Where  desertion  is  alleged,  but  not  proved,  yet  the  fact  is  disclosed  that  the  pen- 
sioner is  an  inmate  of  a  State  or  National  Home,  the  wife's  claim  should  not  be 
denied  merely  because  of  her  failure  to  prove  desertion,  but  she  should  be  allowed 
one-half  of  so  much  of  her  husl)and's  pension  as  was  owing  him  on  and  subsequent 
to  the  date  of  filing  her  application  and  while  he  was  a  resident  in  a  State  or  National 
Home,  she  being  a  woman  of  good  moral  character,  in  necessitous  circumstances, 
and  not  an  inmate  of  the  same  institution  or  some  similar  home  when  he  is  an  inmate 
of  a  State  Home. 

No  error  appearing  in  the  ac^tion  appealed  from,  said  Bureau  action 
Ls  afiSrmed. 


marriage— new  nampsitire— evidence. 
Clara  M.  Rumrill  (widow). 

A  ceremonial  marriage  is  not  necessary  in  New  Hampshire.  Where  parties  have 
coliabited  and  have  acknowledged  themselves  as  husband  and  wife  and  are  gen- 
erally reputed  to  be  such  for  the  period  of  three  years  and  until  the  death  of 
either  party,  they  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  lawfully  married. 

In  the  case  on  appeal  the  decedent's  acknowledgment  of  claimant  as  his  wife  was 
qualified,  and  they  were  not  generally  reputed  to  be  husband  and  wife,  nor  was 
she  r^;arded  as  hiH  widow  ]>y  the  probate  court  for  the  county  within  which  the 
parties  resided.  Not  having  ]>een  reganled  as  soldier's  widow  by  a  court  of  com- 
I)etent  authority  in  New  llaiiiimhire,  she  can  not  be  regarded  as  his  widow  for 
pensionable  purposes. 
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Assistant  Secretary  F,  X.  Campbell  to  tlie  Cmnmi-sslmicr  of  Ptn^snms^ 

FSruary  28,  190S. 

Charles  F.  Rumrill  served  as  a  private  in  Company  G,  Seventh  Ver- 
mont Volunteer  Infantry.  Subsequent  to  the  close  of  the  war,  he 
moved  into  New  Hampshire  where  he  lived  until  his  death,  which 
occurred  on  July  15,  1898,  the  recorded  cause  of  which  was  disease  of 
stomach.  He  was  a  pensioner  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890  (certifi- 
cate No.  695391),  at  the  rate  of  $8  a  month  on  account  of  partial 
incapacity  for  the  performance  of  manual  labor  caused  by  malarial 
poisoning,  chronic  diarrhea,  and  lumbago.  At  the  time  of  his  death 
he  had  an  application  under  the  general  law  pending  since  date  of  fil- 
ing, April  6,  1887,  in  which  his  pensioned  causes  were  alleged  as  of 
service  origin. 

Nancy  J.  Rumrill,  wife  of  the  deceased,  died  January  5, 1883.  Prior 
to  her  death  the  soldier  secured  the  services  of  Mrs.  Clara  M.  Hall  as 
housekeeper.  A  few  months  after  the  death  of  his  wife,  he  com- 
menenced  to  cohabit  with  Mrs.  Hall.  Mrs.  Hall  was  a  married 
woman;  she  had  been  lawfully  married  to  one  Frank  H.  Hall  on 
August  5,  1879,  who  deserted  her  in  the  fall  of  1881.  Mr.  Rumrill 
was  undoubtedly  cognizant  of  these  facts,  because  the  parties  lived 
only  2  miles  apart.  Moreover,  the  claimant  admitted  that  soldier 
knew  the  circumstances  surrounding  her  marriage  to  and  desertion 
by  Hall,  in  her  deposition  before  the  special  examiner.  But  at  a  term 
of  the  supreme  court  of  New  Hampshire  for  the  countj"  of  Sullivan, 
bolden  on  the  first  Tuesday  of  September,  1884,  the  lK)nd8  of  matri- 
mony between  the  claimant  and  Mr.  Hall  were  legally  dissolved. 
Thereafter  she  and  Mr.  Rumrill  lived  together  as  man  and  wife  with- 
out a  ceremony  until  his  death. 

On  November  14,  1898,  the  claimant,  styling  herself  Mrs.  Clara  M. 
Rumrill,  as  widow  of  said  soldier,  filed  two  declarations  for  a  widow's 
pension  (No.  686317),  one  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  the  other 
under  the  general  law.  On  August  28,  1900,  her  claims  were  rejected 
on  the  ground  that  she  had  no  title  as  the  legal  widow  of  the  soldier, 
as  her  alleged  marriage  to  him  was  void  at  inception,  and  as  no  change 
of  circumstances  made  said  alleged  marriage  valid  or  changed  the 
illicit  relations  which  had  existed  between  herself  and  soldier  since 
1883,  prior  to  her  divorce.  At  the  same  time  and  for  the  same  rea- 
sons she  was  refused  recognition  as  the  legitimate  widow  having  a 
lawful  interest  in  the  prosecution  of  the  soldier's  claim  under  the 
general  law.  In  the  spring  of  1902,  she  filed  certain  additional  affida* 
vits  with  a  view  to  reopen  claim.  Her  application  to  reopen  was 
refused  October  23,  1902.  November  1,  1902,  her  appeal  was  filed 
and  was  made  special.  It  is  not  clear  from  her  appeal  whether  she 
intends  to  appeal  from  the  action  in  all  three  cases  in  which  she  claims 
to  have  a  widow's  interest.  But  the  ground  of  rejection  is  common  to 
them  alK  and,  if  well  taken,  is  fatal  to  all. 
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The  law  of  the  place  applies.  If  the  claimant  enjoys  the  status  of 
legal  widowhood  in  New  Hampshire  she  is  soldier's  widow  for  pension 
purposes.  A  ceremonial  marriage  is  not  necessary  in  New  Hamp- 
shire.    (Londonderry  v.  Chester,  2  New  Hampshire,  268,  279.) 

Since  March  1,  1843,  the  following  statute  has  been  in  effect  in  that 
State: 

Persons  cohabiting  and  acknowledging  each  other  as  husband  and  wife,  and  gen- 
erally reputed  to  be  such,  for  the  perio<l  of  three  years  and  until  the  decease  of  one 
of  them,  shall  hereafter  be  deemed  to  have  been  legally  married.  (Pub.  Stat.,  ch. 
174,  sec.  15. ) 

Prior  to  the  decree  of  divorce  dissolving  the  marriage  relations  of 
Clara  M.  Hall  and  her  husband,  the  former  had  no  ciipacity  to  contract 
a  marriage  with  the  soldier  unJer  this  statute.  Their  ivlations  were 
then  illicit  and  meretricious.  Subsequent  to  the  decree,  however, 
the}'  were  competent  to  marry  without  any  outward  solemnization 
whatever.  All  that  was  required  of  them  by  the  statutory  law  was 
cohabitation,  mutual  acknowledgment  of  the  matrimonial  contract, 
and  general  reputation  as  married  people  for  the  period  of  three  years 
and  until  the  death  of  either  party.  Cohabitation  for  the  period 
required  is  in  evidence;  nor  can  it  be  presumed  that  the  parties 
intended  to  live  together  in  the  unlawful  relation  that  characterized 
the  commencement  of  their  liaison.  The  Department  can  not  concur 
in  the  view  of  the  Bureau  that  the  principle  governing  the  decision  in 
the  case  of  Mary  B.  McCullum  (0  P.  D.,  93),  which  was  based  upon 
the  case  of  Cartwright  et  al.  v.  McGown  (121  Illinois,  l^HS),  applies  to 
the  facts  in  the  case  on  appeal;  for  it  must  be  concluded  from  the 
facts  that  the  claimant  removed  her  incapacity  to  ])e  united  in  mar 
riage  to  the  soldier  by  a  decree  of  divorce,  in  which  she  was  aided  by 
the  soldier  (who  paid  the  expense  and  attcMided  the  hearing  on  the 
libel),  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  was  to  contract  a  lawful  mar- 
riage. The  divorce  proceedings  would  have  been  merely  an  act  of 
supererogation  if  the  parties  intended  to  continue  their  meretricious 
relation. 

But  the  question  is,  Did  they  give  effect  to  their  intentions?  How- 
ever laudable  their  puipose  was,  it  is  of  no  legal  consecjuence  unless 
they  made  it  operative. 

Cohabitation  being  admitted,  the  onl}-  open  questions  relate  to 
acknowledgment  and  reputation,  both  of  whi(;h  are  essential  to  per- 
fect the  matrimonial  contract.  There  is  evidence  that  the  soldier 
introduced  her  as  his  wife  and  that  she  bore  his  name,  as  did  the  issue 
of  their  union.  Everybody  was  aware,  however,  that  there  had  lx»en 
no  marriage  ceremony  performed.  No]>ody  was  deluded  when  he 
called  her  his  "  wife."  By  coui*tesy  she  was  addressed  as  Mrs.  Rum- 
rill.  But  while  he  called  her  hrs  wife  and  introduced  her  as  such,  it  is 
in  evidence  that  he,  personally,  did   not  regard   the  relationship  as 
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entirely  matrimoDial.     When  the  claimant  was  anked,  "  Why  was  not 
a  marriage  ceremony  performed  then?"" she  replied: 

Well,  Mr.  Rumrill  did  not  want  one  and  he  never  wanted  to  have  one.  He  was 
afraid  my  folks  would  get  what  little  property  he  did  have. 

Mrs.  Carrie  C.  Stearns,  a  daughter  of  soldier,  while  stating  that 
her  father  always  treated  claimant  as  his  wife,  testified: 

Yes,  I  have  had  talk  with  father  al>out  a  marriage  ceremony,  and  he  gave  as  a 
reason  for  not  having  one,  that  if  he  was  married,  when  he  died  she  would  come  in 
first  and  her  folks  would  have  the  handling  of  the  property,  and  they  were  not  the 
kind  of  people  he  wanted  to  have  any  of  it.  I  gathered  from  his  talk  that  he  knew 
if  they  lived  together  as  they  were  until  he  died,  she  would  have  some  interest  in 
the  property,  but  not  the  handling  of  any  of  it. 

Charles  F.  Rumrill,  eldest  son  of  soldier  and  administrator  of  his 
estate,  deposed: 

Father  has  often  told  me  that  he  intended  to  marry  her,  but  kept  putting  it  off 
from  one  time  to  another.  I  think  the  reason  he  did  not  was  l^ecause  he  did  not 
like  her  people  and  thought  if  they  were  married,  some  of  the  property  w'ould  get 
into  their  hands.  I  know  father  treated  her  as  his  wife,  but  whether  or  not  he 
introduced  her  as  such,  I  can  not  tell,  as  I  was  not  present  at  any  time  when  he  did. 
He  never  denied  anything  and  always  acknowledged  the  children  as  his  and  treated 
them  as  his.  When  father  died,  he  left  no  will,  and  I  was  appointed  administrator 
of  the  estate.  Seven  of  us  children  signed  away  our  interest  in  the  property  in  her 
favor.  We  looked  on  it  that  there  was  but  little  of  the  property,  and  she  had  been 
there  a  long  time  and  we  thought  what  little  there  was  should  be  hers.  The  day 
before  he  died)  I  came  home,  and  father  called  me  to  him  and  said,  '*  Frank,  I  want 
you  to  see  to  this,  and  I  want  Clara  and  my  little  children  to  have  my  property;" 
and  in  accord  with  his  wishes,  we  children  acted  as  we  did.  There  was  no  compul- 
sion about  it  and  we  could  have  had  our  share  had  we  so  desired. 

Jabez  B.  Perkins,  a  neighbor,  testified: 

I  don't  believe  I  ever  heard  him  speak  of  her  as  his  wife.  Would  usually  call 
her  by  her  first  name  in  speaking  of  her.  He  always  acted  toward  her  and  the  chil- 
dren as  if  they  were  his  and  acte<l  just  as  any  father  and  husband  would.  It  was 
the  general  understanding  among  the  neighbors  that  they  had  never  been  married, 
but  all  knew  they  lived  there  as  man  and  wife.  *  *  *  The  neighbors  did  not 
have  much  to  do  with  them  as  a  general  thing,  but  they  all  called  her  Mrs.  Rumrill. 
There  was  not  much  visiting  back  and  forth. 

Moses  LeClaire  deposed: 

They  lived  a^  man  and  wife,  and  he  introduced  her  as  his  wife.  *  *  *  i  alwa3rs 
understood,  and  in  fact  Mr.  Rumrill  told  me,  that  they  were  never  married,  but  she 
was  called  Mra.  Rumrill,  and  has  been  ever  since.  The  neighbors  all  understood 
that  no  marriage  ceremony  had  been  j)erformed,  but  they  treated  her  a.s  if  she  wafi 
his  wife. 

Apparently  soldier  regarded  himself  as  married  and  yet  not  mar 
ried.  In  the  sight  of  God,  perhaps,  he  preferred  to  have  it  under- 
stood that  the  relations  with  claimant  were  not  morally  reprehensible — 
in  the  sight  of  man,  however,  he  desired  to  have  it  understood  that 
their  relation  carried  with  it  none  of  the  supposed  legal  consequences 
of  a  regular  marriage.  Socialh'  he  was  not  unwilling  to  be  known  as 
her  husband — legally  he  wanted  it  to  ])e  distinctly  understood  that  he 
was  not. 
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It  is  with  the  legal  aspects  of  their  relation,  with  its  consequent 
effects,  that  this  Department  has  to  do.  His  acknowledgment  of  her 
as  his  wife  is  so  qualified  that  it  is  doubtful  if  it  can  be  regarded  as 
coming  within  the  provisions  of  the  statute. 

It  is  necessary,  however,  in  addition  to  cohabitation  and  acknowl- 
edgment, that  they  should  have  been  generally  reputed  to  be  husband 
and  wife,  to  meet  the  statutory  I'equirements.  For  further  evidence 
upon  this  point,  under  the  departmental  decision  of  January  9,  ultimo, 
the  case  was  sent  back  to  the  field  for  further  special  examination  in 
order  to  ascertain  the  status  of  the  alleged  widow  in  the  proceedings 
before  the  probate  court  of  Sullivan  County,  N.  H.,  after  soldier's  death. 

Under  the  laws  of  New  Hampshire  the  claimant,  as  widow  of  dece- 
dent, would  have  been  entitled  to  administration  of  the  estate.  Fre- 
qaently  the  widow  does  not  qualify  as  administmtrix.  In  that  event 
she  signs  a  waiver  of  her  right,  or,  what  amounts  to  the  same  thing, 
signs  a  petition  requesting  the  court  to  appoint  some  designat^^d  party 
as  administrator. 

In  the  case  on  appeal,  it  appears  from  an  exemplified  copy  of  the 
record  that  the  claimant  did  not  join  in  the  petition  for  administration. 
Moreover,  the  document  explicitly  represents  to  the  court  'Hhat  the 
deceased  died  leaving  no  widow."  The  petition  is  signed  by  those 
children,  his  legal  heirs,  who  afterwards,  in  accordance  with  decedent's 
dying  request,  quitclaimed  their  interest  in  his  estate  to  claimant. 

The  Hon.  E.  J.  Tenney,  judge  of  probate,  deposed: 

This  claimant  did  not  join  in  the  petition  for  administration  and  she  and  her 
children  were  in  no  way  recognized  by  the  court  as  heirs  to  the  estate.     ♦    ♦    « 

There  was  no  order  or  decree  of  the  court  ordering  a  distribution  of  the  property 
for  the  reason  that  all  of  the  children  by  the  first  wife  were  of  age  and  adjusted  it 
themselves. 

If  claimant  was  soldier's  legal  widow,  her  children  would  have  been 
legitimate  and  would  have  had  an  interest  in  the  estate.  There  were 
eight  children  by  soldier's  wife  and  four  b}^  claimant — twelve  in  all. 
Subject  to  her  dower  interest  in  one-third  of  the  estate,  these  minor 
children,  collectively,  would  have  been  entitled  to  one-third  of  the 
estate,  assuming  their  legitimacy.  But,  in  the  quit(^laim  deed,  to 
which  reference  has  been  made,  no  guardian  appears  by  license  of  the- 
court  to  assign  their  interest  to  the  mother.  Moreover,  one  of  sol- 
dier's children,  one  of  the  eight,  refused  to  assign  her  interest  to  the 
claimant;  and  she  was  paid  one-eighth  of  the  net  value  of  the  estate. 
If  claimant's  children  were  legitimate,  this  heir  would  have  been 
entitled,  not  to  one-eighth,  but  to  one-twelfth  of  the  estate,  net. 

Nor  did  the  alleged  widow  attempt  to  assert  what  would  have  been 

her  rights  if  she  was  soldier's  widow,  either  in  her  own  behalf  or  in 

behalf  of  her  children.     The  judge  of  probate  continued: 

Claimant  never  appeared  in  court  claiming  any  rights  for  herself  or  her  children. 
The  heina  released  the  property  to  claimant  in  consideration  of  the  fact  that  she  had 
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lived  with  their  father,  had  taken  care  of  him,  and  had  raised  children  by  him.  It 
was  generally  understood  that  she  and  soldier  were  never  married,  and  it  is  my 
recollection  that  some  effort  was  made  in  his  lifetime  to  have  him  marry  claimant, 
which  he  refused  to  do.  Yet,  I  think  it  appeared  that  it  was  his  request  that  she 
would  have  the  property.  Her  rights  appear  to  have  been  recognized  by  the  heirs 
as  a  moral  and  not  a  legal  right. 

The  claimant  accepted  this  settlement  of  the  estate,  involving,  as  it 
did,  the  repudiation  of  her  own  and  her  children's  rights.  She  relin- 
quished her  claim  to  widowhood  in  New  Hampshire  in  a  matter  that 
would  have  proven  to  be  a  crucial  test  of  its  legality.  Her  conduct 
estops  her  from  pretending  to  be  soldier's  widow  for  pension  purposes 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  lex  loci  determines  the  question  for  this 
Department.  If  she  has  no  standing  in  New  Hampshire  courts  a.s 
soldier's  widow  she  has  none  here. 

This  conclusion  is  not  reached  without  reluctance.  Her  lack  of  legal 
status  in  the  affair  of  soldier's  estate  was  remedied  by  the  voluntary 
act  of  his  heirs  in  recognition  not  of  a  legal  but  of  a  monil  right. 
That  the  heirs  had  a  perfect  right  to  do.  But  this  Department  can 
not  go  beyond  the  strict  limitation  of  the  statutory  law  that  it  adminis- 
ters. She  comes  into  court  now  not  asking  for  recognition  on  the 
ground  of  a  moml  right,  which  this  Department  nmj  not  consider, 
but  of  a  legal  right,  which  this  Department  is  bound  U)  determine  in 
accordance  with  the  law  as  it  exists.  Had  she  gone  into  the  prolmte 
court  of  Sullivan  County,  asking  for  legal  rights  as  soldier's  lawful 
widow,  it  is  quite  apparent  from  the  evidence  and  from  the  testimony 
of  the  judge  himself  what  the  result  would  have  been.  The  conclusion 
of  that  court  would  have  been  as  it  is  of  this  Department,  that  the 
claimant  is  not  soldier's  widow. 

She  is  therefore  not  entitled  to  any  rights  as  suvh  under  the  pension 
laws  of  the  United  States.  The  action  from  which  she  appeals  is 
aflSrmed. 


division  of  pensiox— act  of  march  8,  1800— deskrtion-evii>knce- 

marriage. 

Mary  Brobst  v.  Henry  Brobst. 

Pensioner's  contention  that  claimant  drove  him  from  home  by  her  abusive  language 
rests  solely  upon  his  own  testimony  and  is  not  sustained,  but  is  outweighed  by 
other  evidence  in  the  case. 

Pensioner's  ceremonial  marriage  to  claimant  in  the  State  of  Indiana  in  1856  is  not 
shown  to  be  illegal  because  of  claimant's  prior  marriage  in  said  State  in  1846,  or 
her  8ul)8e<|uent  marriage  to  one  Hansford  Brown  in  said  State  of  Indiana  in 
1875,  with  whom  she  cohabited  until  his  death;  nor  by  pensioner's  subsequent 
marriage  in  1869,  as  the  evidence  shows  that  claimant's  marriage  to  pensioner 
was  valid  and  has  not  been  dissolved  by  death  or  divorce,  thus  outweighing  the 
legal  presumptions  in  favor  of  the  last  marriages. 
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Asfdstant  Secretary  F.  L.  Campbell  to  the  CommisHimuT  of  Pensions ^ 

March  5,  1903. 

Henry  Brobst,  a  pensioner  under  certificate  No.  597,816,  appealed 
January  23, 1903,  from  the  Bureau  action  of  January  5, 1903,  allowing 
the  claim  of  Mary  Brobst,  filed  August  31,  1900,  for  one-half  his  pen- 
sion on  the  ground  that  *' pensioner  deserted  claimant,  his  lawful 
wife,  who  is  a  person  of  good  moral  character  and  in  necessitous 
circumstances. " 

Pensioner  contends  that  claimant  drove  him  from  home  by  her 
abusive  language,  and  that  he  did  not  desert  her;  that  she  has  remarried 
since  their  separation,  and  lived  with  her  last  husband  until  his  death. 

Claimant  denies  that  she  drove  pensioner  from  home,  or  that  she 
gave  him  anj^  cause  for  leaving  her;  that  she  was  informed  that  he 
was  dead,  and  believing  such  to  be  the  fact  that  she  remarried,  and 
was  first  informed  that  he  was  still  alive  by  a  special  examiner  prior 
to  filing  her  said  application,  and  that  she  Ls  entitled,  as  his  wife,  to  one- 
half  his  pension. 

It  appears  from  the  testimony  that  claimant  and  pensioner  were 
married  in  Orange  County,  Ind.,  December  23,  1856,  the  ceremony 
being  performed  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  pursuant  to  authority  con- 
tained in  a  marriage  license  issued  December  20, 1856,  by  the  clerk  of 
the  Orange  County  circuit  court,  and  lived  and  cohabited  as  husband 
and  wife  in  said  State  for  about  ten  years,  except  during  the  time  he 
was  absent  in  the  army  and  when  absent  occasionally  when  working  at 
his  trade  away  from  home,  several  children  being  l)orn  as  the  issue  of 
naid  marriage,  when  pensioner  left  claimant  without  legal  justification 
and  has  never  since  returned  to  her  or  contributed  to  her  support. 

Claimant  testified  that  when  her  said  husband  left  her  he  left  with 
the  avowed  purpose  of  working  at  his  trade,  as  a  plasterer,  on  the 
court-house  in  Petersburg,  Ind.,  but  after  he  had  been  away  some 
two  months  she  was  informed  that  he  had  been  run  over  bv  a  train 
between  Petersburg  and  Washington,  Ind.,  and  killed;  that  from  the 
description  of  the  person  who  was  killed  she  believed  it  was  her  said 
husband,  and  that  she  continued  in  that  belief  until  informed  by  a 
special  examiner  that  he  was  living  in  a  Soldiers'  Home;  that  believing 
her  said  husband  was  dead  she  married  one  Hansford  Brown,  in 
Dubois  County,  Ind.,  December  7,  1875,  and  cohabited  with  him  as 
his  wife  until  his  death  in  1892,  believing  that  she  was  his  legal 
wife. 

Pensioner,  after  leaving  claimant,  removed  to  Muscatine,  Iowa, 
where  he  married  one  Elwina  Raum,  March  18,  1869.  He  testified 
that  this  marriage  took  place  about  two  years  after  he  left  claimant, 
that  in  the  meantime  he  had  not  corresponded  with  claimant,  or 
advised  her  of  his  existence  or  whereabouts. 
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In  reference  to  separation  from  claimant  pensioner  te^stified  before 
the  special  examiner  a^s  follows: 

Question.  Why  did  you  leave  her? 

Answer.  She  was  so  disagreeable  and  high-tempered  and  foul-mouthed  I  coold 
not  live  with  her,  and  another  reason  was  that  I  did  not  consider  her  my  wife.  She 
had  told  me  her  first  husband  was  dead  when  I  married  her;  she  deceived  me.  It 
was  probably  a  year  after  my  marriage  to  her  that  I  learned  that  she  did  not  know 
of  her  first  husband's  death  «  ♦  ♦  I  believed  she  was  competent  to  marry  me  at 
the  time  the  ceremony  was  performed.  *  ♦  *  The  children  went  by  my  name. 
*  *  *  I  never  applied  for  or  received  a  divorce  from  her.  ♦  *  *  j  last  saw 
her  in  April,  I  think,  in  1866  or  1867.  I  left  Indiana  from  Petersburg,  where  I  had 
plastered  on  the  court-house.  I  had  not  seen  her  for  two  months  and  I  went  from 
there  to  Iowa  and  have  never  seen  her  since. 

Pensioner's  contention  that  claimant  drove  him  from  home  by  her 
abusive  language  rests  solely  upon  his  own  testimony  and  is  not  sus- 
tained, but  is  outweighed  by  other  evidence  in  the  case. 

It  appears  that  claimant  and  pensioner  had  both  been  married  prior 
to  their  marriage  in  1856;  that  pensioner's  first  wife  had  died  prior  to 
his  marriage  to  claimant,  and  that  claimant's  first  husband,  to  whom 
she  was  married  in  1840,  in  Crawford  County,  Ind.,  had  been  reported 
dead,  he  having  disappeared  from  a  boat  on  which  he  was  employed, 
and  was  supposed  to  have  been  drowned.  A  thorough  special  exami- 
nation fails  to  disclose  the  existence  of  claimant's  first  husband  or  in 
any  manner  indicate  that  the  report  of  his  death  was  not  true;  that  his 
death  was  reported  to  claimant  some  six  or  seven  j^ears  prior  to  her 
marriage  to  pensioner;  that  her  marriage  to  pensioner  was  in  good 
faith  and  in  the  honest  belief  that  her  first  husband  was  dead. 

Pensioner  testified  that  when  he  married  claimant  he  supposed  he 
was  marrying  a  widow,  and  there  is  no  testimony  indicating  that  such 
was  not  the  case. 

Claimant  testified  that  she  had  never  applied  for  or  secured  a  divorce 
from  pensioner. 

The  validity  of  the  marriage  of  claimant  and  pensioner  is,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  August  7, 1882,  to  be  tested  by  the  laws  of  the 
State  of  Indiana.  Their  marriage  in  1856  is  shown  to  have  been  in 
accordance  with  the  laws  of  that  State,  and  the  laws  of  that  State  pre- 
sume the  competency  of  the  parties  to  contract  the  marital  relation, 
and  the  burden  of  proof  to  establish  their  incompetency  is  upon  the 
party  who  challengas  the  legality  or  validity  of  such  marriage. 

The  law  on  this  subject  was  clearly  stated  in  the  case  of  Wenning 
V.  Teeple  (144  Ind.,  193),  decided  by  the  supreme  court  of  Indiana  at 
the  November  term,  1895,  one  of  the  questions  involved  being  the 
validit}'  of  a  second  marriage.  In  disposing  of  that  branch  of  the 
case,  the  court  said : 

It  is  settled  law  in  this  State  that  when  a  marriage  has  \yeen  consuinmate<l  in 
accordance  with  the  forms  of  law  it  is  presnmcii  that  no  h'gal  im|HMliment  existoti 
to  the  parties  entering  into  such  marriaj^c,  and  the  fact,  if  shown,  that  either  or 
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both  of  the  parties  have  been  previouiily  married,  anil  that  such  wife  or  husband 
of  the  first  marriage  is  still  living,  does  not  destroy  the  prima  facie  legality  of  the 
last  marriage.  The  presumption  in  such  case  is  that  the  former  marriage  has  t^een 
legally  dissolved,  and  the  burden  that  it  has  not  rests  upon  the  party  seeking  to 
impeach  the  last  marriage.  Boulden  r.  Mclntire  (119  Ind.,  674);  Teter  v,  Teter 
(101  Ind.,  129);  Yates  r.  Houston  (3  Texas,  433);  Dixon  v.  People  (18  Mich.,  84); 
Harris  r.  Harris  (8  111.  App.,  57);  Town  of  Greensborough  v.  Underbill  (12  Vt., 
604);  Rex  r.  Inhabitants  of  Twining  (2  B.  &  Aid.,  386);  Squire  r.  State  (46  Ind., 
459) ;  Klein  r.  Landman  (29  Mo.,  259);  1  Bishop  Marriage  and  Divorce,  see  457. 

See  also  upon  the  same  subject  2  Nelson  on  Divorce  and  Separation, 
paragraph  580,  and  note  1,  page  54:3,  and  notes  1,  2,  3,  and  4,  page 
544.  Louisa  J.  Doan  (8  P.  D.,  377);  Annie  Dennis  (9  P.  D.,  243- 
247,  and  248);  Elizabeth  Schneider  (12  P.  D.,  348),  and  Forbin  v, 
Forbin  (13  P.  D.,  120). 

Here  the  presumptions  in  favor  of  the  last  marriage  of  claimant  to 
Rrown,  and  the  last  marriage  of  pensioner  to  Elwina  Raum,  in  Iowa, 
are  outweighed  and  overcome  by  direct  testimony  that  neither  claim- 
ant or  pensioner  were  legally  competent  to  contract  said  last  marriage, 
>M»cause  of  the  subsisting  valid  marriage  relations  between  claimant 
and  pensioner,  both  of  whom  are  living  and  neither  of  whom  have 
applied  for  or  procured  a  divorce.  Rebuttable  or  disputable  pre- 
sumptions must  always  give  way  to  facts. 

The  fact  that  claimant's  last  marriage  was  based  upon  an  honest 
l)elief  that  her  former  husband  was  dead  does  not  render  the  marriage 
valid  or  legal,  when  the  facts  appear  that  her  said  former  husband 
was  not  dead  and  that  her  marriage  with  him  had  not  been  dissolved. 

As  held  by  the  Indiana  supreme  court  in  the  case  of  Janes  v.  Janes 
(5  Blackford,  141)— 

If  a  person  marry,  having  a  former  husband  or  wife  living,  the  second  marriage  is 
void;  that  the  length  of  time  which  has  elai)sed  since  the  time  of  the  first  marriage 
or  since  the  defendant  was  abandoned  by  her  first  husband  can  not  affect  the  case. 

In  the  case  of  Pain  v.  Pain  (37  Mo.  App.,  110)  it  was  held  that — 

If  a  married  w^oman  remarry  during  the  lifetime  of  her  husband,  her  second  mar- 
riage is  void,  although  contracted  in  the  belief  that  her  husband  w^as  dead,  and 
although  the  facts  were  sufiicient  to  warrant  the  legal  presumption  of  death.  The 
first  marriage  could  only  l>e  annulled  by  the  actual  death  of  one  of  the  contracting 
parties  or  a  decree  of  divorce. 

In  reference  to  pensioner's  attack  upon  his  marriage  with  claimant 
on  the  ground  that  her  first  husliand  was  not  dead  and  that  she  was 
incompetent  to  contract  a  legal  marriage,  he  fails  to  support  his  con- 
tention by  proof.  The  evidence  not  only  fails  to  prove  the  existence 
of  her  fii'st  husband,  but,  even  assuming  that  he  was  alive  seven  years 
from  the  time  he  was  last  heard  of  by  claimant,  this  fact  would  not 
establish  the  invalidity  of  her  marriage  to  pensioner.  He  is  required 
to  go  further  and  show  not  only  that  claimant's  first  husband  was  alive 
at  the  date  of  her  second  marriage  and  had  not  been  divorced,  but  he 
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would  al80  be  required  to  show  that  said  first  marriage  of  claimant 
was  valid — i.  e.,  that  there  was  no  legal  impediment  to  that  marriage 
and  that  claimant  and  her  said  first  husband  were  legally  competent  to 
contract  marriage.  United  States  v.  Green  (98  Fed.  Rep.,  63)  cited 
and  followed  in  the  case  of  Forbin  v.  Forbin,  supra. 

So,  also,  it  rests  upon  the  claimant  to  overcome  the  legal  presump- 
tions in  favor  of  the  validity  of  the  last  two  marriages,  and  this  burden 
she  has  assuuied  and  successfully  maintained  by  satisfactory  proof  of 
a  valid  subsisting  marriage  between  herself  and.  the  pensioner  at  the 
time  of  the  said  last  two  marriages  in  1869  and  1875,  and  continuing* 
in  full  force  and  effect  to  the  present  time. 

Claimant  is  shown  to  be  a  woman  of  good  moral  character  and  in 
necessitous  circumstances. 

The  Bureau  action,  appealed  from,  was  strictly  in  accord  with  the 
law  and  the  evidence  in  the  case,  and  said  action  is  accordingl3»^ 
affirmed. 


VATUOIAHi  ICxVl^    SKQUENCK— AMPUTATION— PAUALYSIS     AGITANS— AID 

ANI>  ATTENDANCE— EVIDKNCE. 

James  Duross. 

The  soldier  is  pensioned  at  the  rate  of  $45  per  month  for  gunshot  wound  of  right 
arm,  resulting  in  amputation  so  near  the  shoulder  joint  as  to  prevent  the  use  of 
an  artificial  limb. 

He  developed  paralysis  agitans  one  month  after  amputation,  and  as  the  science  of 
pathology  warrants  the  acceptance  of  said  disease  as  a  result  of  amputation,  same 
can  be  so  accepted  under  the  circumstances  shown. 

The  evidence  and  the  report  of  the  medical  examination,  made  October  21 ,  1902, 
show  that  he  re(]uires  the  frequent  and  periodical  personal  aid  and  attendance 
of  another  person  to  the  extent  that  he  can  neither  dress  nor  undress  'himself 
unaided;  that  he  is  compelled  to  have  his  food  prepared  or  cut  up  for  him  at  the 
table  Ixifore  he  can  eat  it,  and  that  he  requires  such  frequent  and  periodical  ai<i 
and  attendance  of  another  person  in  other  ways  by  reason  of  the  conditions 
named,  hence  he  is  entitled  to  the  next  available  rate,  or  $50  per  month,  from 
the  date  of  the  examination  showing  such  degree  of  disability. 

AnHistayit  Secntory  F,  L.  Campbell  to  the  Commimioner  of  PenaioTis^ 

March  5,  1903, 

James  Duross,  formerly  a  private  in  Company  G,  Sixty-first  Penn- 
sylvania Volunteer  Infantry,  is  a  pensioner  under  the  general  law  at 
the  rate  of  $45  per  month  on  account  of  gunshot  wound  of  right  fore- 
arm, resulting  in  amputation  of  right  arm  so  near  the  shoulder  joint  as 
to  prevent  the  use  of  an  artificial  limb. 

He  filed  a  declaration,  June  11,  1898,  for  increase,  alleging  gunshot 
wound  of  right  arm  and  results,  "nervous  prostration,"  and  that  he 
required  the  aid  and  assisttince  of  another  person.  This  claim  was 
rejected  May  26, 1900,  on  the  ground  that  nervous  prostration  was  not 
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accepted  as  a  result  of  gunshot  wound  which  resulted  in  amputation  of 
ri^ht  arm. 

From  this  action  the  claimant,  through  his  attorney,  entered  an 
appeal,  June  8, 1900,  contending  that  he  did  require  the  aid  and  attend- 
ance of  another  person,  and  that  his  nervous  condition (paml}' sis  agitans) 
was^the  result  of  the  amputation. 

This  case  was  before  the  Department  with  the  request  from  the 
medical  referee  that  a  special  investigation,  including  a  test  medical 
examination,  be  ordered  for  the  purpose  of  eliciting  a  full  history  of 
certain  facts  material  to  the  final  adjudication  of  the  claim.  Consent 
was  given  by  the  Department,  with  instructions  that  when  said  inves- 
tigation shall  have  t>een  completed  the  Bureau  should  report  its  final 
action  to  this  Department. 

The  case  is  again  before  the  Department,  accompanied  b}^  a  report 
of  the  s|)ecial  examiner  and  a  certificate  of  a  teM  medical  examina- 
tion made  by  a  board  of  surgeons,  October  21,  1902,  at  Philadelphia, 
Pa.     Said  certificate  reads  as  follows: 

(ieneral  appearance:  WalkH  feebly  and  without  vigor;  iniLso1e.s  flabby,  poorly 
develoi>e4l;  no  malnutrition;  three-fourths  debilitated.  Has  a  typical  c&*^  of  para! y- 
E>i8  a^taiu  of  head,  anns,  and  body,  and  reijuires  aid  in  moving  and  putting  on 
clothe?*.  The  right  ann  has  l)een  amputated  through  the  surgical  neck  of  humerufi. 
There  is  a  sciir  6  inches  long,  tender,  adherent,  not  depressed.  It  is  impossible  to 
wear  an  artificial  limb.  There  is  a  scar  of  superficial  burn  of  the  chest  7  by  3  inches, 
extending  from  fifth  to  tenth  rib  on  the  right  side,  not  tender,  dopresse<l,  nor  adher- 
ent. Claims  that  this  resulted  from  setting  Lis  clotiiing  on  lire  while  in  service,  was 
never  attended  by  a  physician  for  it,  and  was  not  incapacitate<l  from  duty.  In  reganl 
to  bum  of  left  hand  we  find  no  scat  or  other  pathological  evidence  that  any  such 
bum  ever  occurre<l.  The  heart  is  normal;  chest,  32,  'M\  ai)ex  at  fifth  interspace;  no 
murmurs,  dilatation,  hypertrophy,  cyanosis,  (edema,  or  dyspncea;  rhythm  regular. 
Kidneys,  specific  gravity  of  urine,  1020;  reaction,  acid;  color,  amber;  no  al}>umin, 
Ripar,  or  deiwsits. 

This  claimant  is  so  disabkni  from  gunshot  wound  of  right  arm  and  resulting  ampu- 
tatiim,  paralysis  agitans,  and  de))ility  as  to  require  the  fre(iuent  and  periodical,  though 
not  regidar,  constant,  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  jHjrson,  and  is  entitled  to 
$50  per  month. 

The  examiner  obtiiined  evidence  from  Jane  McCarty,  William  J. 
Duross,  Isaac  Harris,  Charles  II.  Bewley,  William  Cunningham,  and 
Wiliian)  Reed,  but  there  is  nothing  elicited  of  any  consequence  by  the 
testimon}'  of  these  lay  witnesses,  the  question  being  one  of  pathology. 

Dr.  John  Ashurst,  jr.,  of  Philadelphia,  in  an  aflidavit  filed  March  3, 
1887,  stated  that  he  amputated  James  Duross's  right  arm  a  short  dis- 
tance lx»low  the  shoulder  joint  on  November  27,  1886,  on  acc*ount  of 
contraction  and  deformity  following  the  cicatrization  of  an  extensive 
wound. 

Subsequent  to  the  above,  on  January  31,  1887,  he  stated  that  the 
arm  wa8  contracted  from  an  old  scar  resulting,  the  patient  said,  from 
a  gunshot  wound  received  many  years  previously. 
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Dr.  John  K.  Mitchell,  in  an  affidavit  filed  January  27, 1899,  testified: 

That  James  Duroas  was  first  seen  by  him  in  June,  1891,  at  the  infirmary  for  nerv- 
ous diseases  in  Philadelphia;  that  the  present  tremor  then  existed  and  was  not,  in 
his  opinion,  of  the  nature  of  paralysis  egitans,  but  the  result  of  his  wound;  that  the 
statement  was  then  made  that  some  years  ago — probably  eight  or  ten  before  the 
amputation  by  Prof.  John  Ashurst  for  bone  disease — there  had  l)een  tremor;  that, 
unlike  paralysis  agitans,  it  was  sometimes  affected  by  voluntary  motion;  that  it  was 
made  notably  worse  by  pressure  upon  the  stump;  that  the  stump  was  then  in  almost 
constant  rapid  clonic  movement,  not  controllable  by  will,  but  lessened  or  completely 
controlled  by  firm  pressure;  that  there  was  then  nearly  the  same  amount  and  char- 
acter of  movement  in  the  rhomboid  and  latissimus  dorsi  muscles,  muscles  never 
affected  by  paralysis  agitans. 

In  February,  1894,  the  tremor  had  become  more  general  on  the  right  side,  affect- 
ing the  right  leg  as  well  as  the  arm,  chest,  and  back  muscles,  and  was  accompanied 
by  marked  wasting  of  the  muscles  of  the  affected  side;  that  from  time  to  time  he  has 
seen  the  patient  since,  and  that  the  tremor  has  increased  and  spread,  and  that^  in  his 
opinion,  it  is  of  the  nature  of  a  chorea  of  the  stump  due  directly  to  the  injury,  as 
numerous  cases  are  of  record  and  have  l)een  seen  by  him;  that  the  condition  of  the 
arm,  so  much  of  it  as  remains,  makes  it  necessary  to  wear  a  dressing  constantly, 
which  the  man  can  not  apply  for  himself. 

Dr.  Emanael  J.  Stout  testified  in  an  affidavit,  January  25,  1899,  as 
follows: 

James  Duross  applied  to  me  for  consideration  of  his  physical  ailments  this  25th 
day  of  January,  1899.  Applicant  is  5  feet  8  inches  in  height;  weight,  118  pounds; 
age,  59  years;  pulse,  96;  temperature,  98 J;  respiration,  24;  atheromatous  degenera- 
tion of  arteries;  wounded  in  1861  during  the  month  of  April,  in  Vii^inia,  in  right 
arm;  in  1886  arm  was  amputated  by  Drs.  Agnew  and  Ashurst  at  shoulder  joint; 
cicatrix  of  amputation  wound  very  sensitive  to  touch;  hypersesthetic  area  in  a 
radius  of  8  inches  around  cicatrix;  marked  tremor  of  left  arm,  head,  and  trunk, 
extending  to  muscles  of  back,  etc.  There  also  exists  muscular  atrophy  on  the  right 
side  of  b(xiy. 

Auscultation  reveals  roughening  of  aortic  valve. 

Owing  to  an  extensive  loss  of  tissue  around  shoulder  joint,  due  to  wound,  applicant 
fs  compelled  to  wear  a  shoulder  pad  for  protection  and  must  have  the  assistance  of 
another  person  to  put  pad  in  {)osition  and  to  dress  and  undress  him.  Aa  a  choreic 
condition  is  known  to  follow  wounds,  the  present  conditioa  is  attributable  to  wound 
of  arm. 

Varicose  veins  on  upper  part  of  left  thigh  extending  to  left  lower  extremity;  on 
lower  part  of  left  leg  phleboliths  can  lye  detected  with  the  examining  finger. 

Owing  to  injury  and  disabilities,  enumerated  above,  applicant  is  wholly  unable  to 
do  manual  labor  for  his  support. 

There  exists  also  well-developed  hemorrhoids. 

Dr.  Mitchell  and  Dr.  Stout,  ajs  shown  above,  called  the  condition 
chorea  following  injury  to  arm.  Dr.  Mitchell  in  his  affidavit  testified 
that  '^the  statement  was  then  made  that  some  years  ago,  probably 
eight  or  ten  before  the  amputation  by  Professor  Ashurst  for  disease 
of  bone,  there  had  been  a  tremor."  There  is  no  evidence  on  file  to 
support  this  statement. 

In  Pepper's  System  of  Medicine,  the  synonyms  for  paralysis  agitans 
are  given  as  Parkinson's  disease,  shaking  palsy,  trembling  palsy,  senile 
chorea,  and  chorea  f  estinans. 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   PENSIONS.  225 

It  was  shown  when  he  was  examined  by  a  board  of  surgeons,  March 
28,  181)3,  that  there  existed  a  neuroma  at  site  of  scar  due  to  nerve 
injury.  One  month  after  amputation  and  upon  examination  by 
another  board  of  surgeons,  December  27,  1886,  he  was  shown  to  have 
a  developing  paralysis  agitans.     The  wound  had  not  yet  healed. 

Paralysis  agitans  may  be  defined  as  a  chronic  nervous  disease, 
characterized  by  a  fine,  slowly  spreading  tremor,  muscular  weakness, 
and  rigidity,  and  a  peculiar  gait  termed  f estination.  (Steven's  Practice 
of  Medicine.) 

The  etiological  factors,  as  stated  in  Church  and  Peterson's  Treatise 
on  Nervous  Diseases,  are  as  follows: 

A  neuropathic  heredity  is  encountered.  In  exceptional  instances  the  disease 
appears  in  several  generations  or  in  collateral  family  branches.  Among  the  alleged 
excitim;  causes,  fear,  anxiety,  grief,  and  physical  exhaustion  have  t>een  named.  In 
Paris  and  Strausburg  during  the  sieges  of  the  Franco- Prussian  war  and  in  the  Ameri- 
can rebellion,  numerous  cases  developed  under  the  combined  influences  of  privation, 
prolonged  anxiety,  and  sudden  fears.  Traumatism  has  appeared  to  incite  it,  and  in 
such  instances  the  tremor  hai^  sometimes  ap|)eared  in  the  limb  affected;  sometimes 
even  in  the  part  of  the  limb  directly  injured. 

The  pathology  of  paralysis  agitans  is  still  obscure,  according  to 
Osier,  Stengel,  Flint,  Tyson,  and  others.  The  lesions  found  are  degen- 
eration of  the  arterioles,  perivascular  sclerosis,  and  pigmentation  of 
the  ganglionic  cells.  The  changes  are  similar  to  those  induced  by 
senility. 

It  was  not  proved  that  the  burn  played  any  part  in  the  causation  of 
the  cicatrisation  and  contraction  for  which  the  arm  was  amputated, 
and,  as  before  stated,  the  tremor  began  one  month  after  the  operation, 
gradually  growing  worse  iftitil  a  well-defined  case  of  paralysis  agitans 
wa8  apparent.  The  neuroma  at  site  of  scar  was  painful  and  tender. 
Inasmuch  as  irritation  and  pain  from  traumatism  can  produce  this 
affection,  as  verified  by  Church  and  Peterson,  as  above  stated,  also 
from  the  fact  that  the  said  condition  developed  only  one  month  after 
the  operation,  it  is  very  clear  to  the  Department  that  the  amputation 
of  arm  was  responsible  for  the  paralysis  agitans. 

He  jvas  shown  to  have  retjuired  ''  the  frequent  and  i)eriodical, 
though  not  regular  and  constant,  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another 
person,"  to  the  extent  that  he  could  not  dress  and  undress  himself 
unaided.  His  food  had  to  be  prepared  by  cutting  it  up,  etc.,  at  the 
table  before  he  could  eat  it,  and  assistance  in  many  other  ways  was 
shown  to  be  necessary.  He  also  required  assistance  in  adjustment  of 
a  pad  which  Dr.  Stout  said  had  to  be  worn  for  the  protection  of  the 
stump. 

This  case  has  some  features  in  common  with  the  case  of  John 
Johnson  (9  P.  D.,  349),  wherein  it  was  held:  That  inasmuch  as  the 
services  of  another  person  were  required  at  least  twice  daily,  in  the 
adjustment  of  a  pad  which  the  pensioner  was  compelled  to  wear  over 
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his  right  shoulder  for  its  protection,  the  said  services  are  considered 
as  such  '•'frequent  and  i^eriodical  personal  aid  and  attendance  of 
another  person"  as  is  contemplated  by  the  act  of  July  14,  1892. 

In  this  case  the  disability  resulted  not  only  from  the  inability  to 
adjust  a  pad  to  shoulder,  but  also  to  an  uncontrollable  tremor  which 
prevented  self-assistance  in  various  ways. 

In  view  of  all  the  facts  in  the  case,  as  aJx>ve  pointed  out,  the  Depart- 
ment directs  that  his  rate  of  pension  be  increased  to  $50  per  month,  as 
provided  by  the  act  of  July  14,  1892,  from  September  25,  1899,  the 
date  of  the  medical  examination  made  under  the  claim  for  increase 
herein  considered,  and  the  findings  at  which  show  the  necessity  for 
the  '^frequent  and  periodical  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another 
oerson." 

The  action  of  rejection  by  the  Bureau  is  accordingly  reveraed. 


seuvic;e-('Ivil.ian  kmployees-mississippi  marine   biug^viie— act 

JUNE  37,  1800. 

George  B.  Durnell. 

The  service  of  this  appellant  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  as  an  engineer  in  the 
MisHissippi  Marine  Brigade  was  that  of  a  civilian  employee  of  the  Quarter- 
master's Department  4jf  the  Army,  an<l  not  that  of  an  officer  or  enli8te<l  man  in 
the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United  States,  and  was  not  a  pensionable 
service  under  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

Assiatant  Secretary  F.  Z.  Campbdl  to  the  ComviUsiarier  of  Pen^i<i(n%^ 

March  9,  1902. 

George  B.  Durnell  is  at  present  in  receipt  of  a  pension  under  the 
provisions  of  the  second  subdivision  of  section  4693,  Revised  Statutes* 
bv  reason  of  his  senncc  as  an  engineer  upon  a  gunboat  or  war  vessel  of 
the  United  States,  for  incapacity  to  procure  his  subsistence  by  manual 
labor  from  varicocele  of  left  side,  contracted  while  in  line  of  duty. 

On  June  7,  1900,  he  filed  an  application  for  pension  under  the  second 
section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1S90,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  May  9, 
1900,  which  was  rejected  on  March  13,  1901,  upon  the  ground  that  his 
service  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  was  that  of  a  civilian  employee 
of  the  Quartt»rmaster\s  Department  of  the  Army,  and  not  that  of  an 
officer  or  enlisted  man  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United 
Stiites,  and  was  not  a  pensionable  service  under  the  provisions  of  said 
section. 

From  this  action  of  rejection  the  present  appeal  was  taken  on  March 
21,  1901. 

It  appears  from  the  records  of  the  Auditor  of  the  Treasury  for  the 
War  Department  that  the  appellant  served  during  the  war  of  the 
rebellion  as  fourth  engineer  on  the  steamer  B.  J.  Adams  from  Janu- 
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ary  1  to  May  12,  1863;  as  second  engineer  on  the  Lioness  from  May 
25  to  August  31,  1863,  and  iw  third  engineer  on  the  T.  D.  Homer 
from  February  5  to  June  22,  1864,  all  being  vessels  belonging  or 
attached  to  the  '* Mississippi  Marine  Brigade,"  otherwise  known  as 
*'  Ellet's  Ram  Fleet,"  operating  on  the  Mississippi  River  and  its 
tributaries. 

The  character  and  organization  of  the  '''  Mississippi  Marine  Brigade" 
has  been  frequently  considered  by  this  Department,  and  in  the  decision 
rendered  September  30,  1889,  in  the  case  of  John  G.  Coney  (3  P.  D., 
200)  will  be  found  a  carefully  prepared  and  accurate  statement  giving 
in  detail  the  history  of  said  command  or  "fleet."  It  was  organized 
under  the  War  Department,  and  the  vessels  composing  said  "  fleet"  or 
*' Marine  Brigade"  were  purchased  by  the  Quartermaster-General  of 
the  Army  under  direction  of  the  Secretary'  of  War.  The  persons 
engaged  in  navigating  and  handling  the  vessels  composing  said  '^  Ma- 
rine Brigade,"  and  constituting  what  might  be  termed  the  crew,  such 
88  masters,  mates,  pilots,  engineers,  firemen,  strikers,  laborers,  etc., 
were  civilians  who  were  employed  or  hired  by  the  commander  of  the 
''Marine  Brigade,"  under  the  authority  of  the  Quartermaster's 
Department  of  the  Army,  to  serve  during  his  pleasure,  were  paid  as 
civilian  employees  of  the  Quartermaster's  Department,  and  were  dis- 
charged by  the  commander  whenever  he  saw  fit  to  dispense  with  their 
services.  It  is  true  that  the  terms  ''  enlisted"  and  *'  discharged"  were 
often  employed  by  the  oflScers  of  said  organization  with  reference  to 
these  employees,  but  these  terms  in  no  sense  indicated  that  they  had 
been  regularly  enlisted  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States  or 
that  they  had  been  discharged  therefrom  in  the  ordinary  acceptation 
of  that  term,  but  were  used  simply  to  designate  the  commencement 
*and  the  termination  of  their  employment. 

In  addition  to  its  crew  of  civilian  employees,  as  above  indicated, 
each  vessel  of  said  ^^ Marine  Brigade"  had  on  board  a  detachment  of 
regularly  enlisted  soldiers,  under  the  command  of  one  or  more  officers 
of  the  Army,  which  constituted  a  fighting  force,  and  which  was  entirely 
separate  and  distinct  from  the  employees  or  crews  engaged  in  navigat- 
ing the  vessels. 

Owing  to  the  peculiar  circumstances  connected  with  the  organization 
of  this  command,  and  to  the  anomalous  position  which  it  occupied  in 
the  service,  the  information  to  be  derived  from  the  official  records  of 
the  War  and  Treasury  Departments  relative  to  the  exact  status  and 
service  i^endered  by  the  persons  composing  the  crews  of  these  vessels,  in 
contradistinction  to  the  detail  of  enlisted  men  and  officers  of  the  Army 
that  each  had  on  board,  is  exceedingly  meager  and  unsatisfactory, 
and  it  has  always  been  necessary,  in  considering  the  claims  of  such 
persons  for  pension,  to  resort  to  the  testimon}^  of  the  commander  and 
officers  of  said  ^'Mississippi  Marine  Brigade"  to  determine  the  char- 
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acter  of  the  service  rendered,  the  capacity  in  which  the  person  served, 
the  length  of  services,  etc. 

In  the  present  case  the  testimony  of  Gen.  Alfred  W.  Eliet,  the  com- 
mander of  said  "Marine  Brigade,"  and  of  Capt.  Warren  D.  Crandall, 
who  commanded  one  of  the  vessels,  and  also  acted  as  adjutant  of  said 
organization  for  a  time,  clearly  shows  that  the  status  of  the  engineei-s 
and  other  persons  employed  in  the  navigation  of  said  vessels  was 
simply  that  of  civilian  employees,  as  hereinbefore  set  forth. 

Speaking  of  this  class  of  employees  General  Ellet  states: 

These  men  were  not  enlifitetl  to  serve  on  any  particular  vessel  in  the  fleet,  hot  were 
made  to  understand  that  they  would  be  changed  to  any  vessel  when  the  exigencies 
of  the  service  recjuired  them,  and  they  were  so  chauge<i.  At  times,  steersmen  serveci 
as  pilots,  strikers  as  engineers,  and  so  on.  When  the  Marine  Brigade  was  organized, 
it  was  not  expected  the  l)oats  would  be  exposed  to  heavy  batteries,  but  they  were  of 
necessity  so  exposed,  and  in  such  cases  the  employees  were  subjected  to  the  same 
dangers  as  the  soldiers  the  l)oats  were  transporting,  and  it  is  a  fact  that  many  of  them 
lost  their  lives,  and  yet  their  names  were  not  l)orne  on  any  rolls  of  the  Army  or 
Navy,  and  they  have  never  been  recognized  as  sailors  or  soldiers,  but  simply  as 
quartermaster's  employees. 

Captain  Crandall,  also,  states: 

1  should  certainly  think  that  the  crews,  masters,  engineers,  and  assistants,  and 
pilots  of  the  vessels  in  the  Ram  Fleet  and  Marine  Brigatle  were  doing  such  service 
on  the  vessels  of  those  flotillas  as  would  comprehend  them  under  the  benefits  of  the 
provisions  of  section  4693,  Revised  Statutes,  paragraph  2,  relating  to  persons  disabled 
in  the  line  of  duty  while  serving  on  war  vessels  of  the  United  States,  and  I  would 
certainly  consider  the  vessels  in  said  flotillas  as  war  vessels  of  the  United  States 
within  the  meaning  of  said  statutes. 

It  is  conclusively  shown  by  the  testimony  of  this  appellant,  by  his 
warrant  of  appointment  as  an  engineer  in  the  Mississippi  Marine 
Brigade,  and  by  his  certificate  of  discharge  from  one  of  his  terms  of 
employment  therein,  on  file  with  the  papers  in  this  case,  that  he 
belonged  to  the  class  of  civilian  employees  above  referred  to,  and  that 
all  the  service  he  rendered  during  the  war  of  tlie  rebellion  was  in  that 
capacity,  and  not  as  an  ofiicer  or  enlisted  man  in  the  military  or  naval 
service  of  the  United  States. 

The  second  paragraph  of  section  4693,  Revised  Statutes,  gives  a 
pensionable  status  to  nonenlisted  persons  serving  and  employed  as 
civilians  upon  any  gunboat  or  war  vessel  of  the  United  States  as  pilots, 
engineers,  sailors,  etc.,  who  were  disabled  by  any  wound  or  injury 
received,  or  otherwise  incapacitated,  while  in  the  line  of  duty,  for 
procuring  a  subsistence  by  manual  labor. 

It  was  held  by  this  Department  in  the  case  of  John  G.  Cooney 
(supra)  that  the  civilian  employees  of  the  "  Mississippi  Marine  Bri- 
gade," whose  service  was  on  vessels  of  the  character  designated  therein, 
were  pensionable  under  the  provisions  of  said  pamgraph,  and  it  is 
under  this  provision  of  law  that  the  appellant  is  now  on  the  rolls. 

It  has  uniformly  been  held  by  this  Department  that  the  service 
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required  by  the  terms  of  the  second  and  third  sections  of  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  was  that  of  an  officer  or  enlisted  man  in  the  military  or 
naval  service  of  the  United  States,  and  that  service  rendered  during 
the  war  of  the  rebellion  as  a  nonenlisted  person  or  civilian  employee, 
in  whatever  capacity  or  however  employed,  was  not  such  military  or 
naval  service  as  is  contemplated  by  the  provisions  of  said  sections,  and 
was  not  a  pensionable  service  thereunder.  Andrew  J.  Shannon  (7 
P.  I).,  U);  Susannah  Mackey  (8  P.  D.,  535);  Anna  M.  Whalen  (9 
P.  D.,  346);  William  B.  Taylor  (ibid.,  360):  John  Laughlin  (ibid.,  466); 
John  H.  Meeker  (10  P.  D.,  182);  John  S.  Williams  (ibid.,  169);  L.  D.  W. 
Morse  (11  P.  D.,  183);  Pain,  alias  Foreman  (12  P.  D.,  351). 

The  case  of  Angelina  Coney  (7  P.  D.,  390)  is  directly  in  point,  and 
the  decision  rendered  therein  by  the  Department,  December  20,  1894, 
is  decisive  of  the  present  claim  of  the  appellant.  C!oney  was  a  pen- 
sioner under  the  provisions  of  the  second  paragraph  of  section  4693, 
Revised  Statutes,  as  this  appellant  is.  After  his  death  his  widow 
applied  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  third  section  of  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  basing  her  claim  upon  her  husband^s  service 
during  the  war  of  the  re)>ellion  as  an  engineer  on  one  of  the  vessels  of 
the  "Mississippi  Marine  Brigade."  Her  claim  was  rejected  by  the 
Pension  Bureau  upon  the  ground  that  this  was  not  a  pensionable  serv- 
ice under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  This  action  was 
affirmed  on  appeal  by  the  decision  above  cited,  the  Department  hold- 
ing that  Coney  had  not  served  as  an  officer  or  enlisted  man  in  the  mil- 
itary or  naval  service  of  the  United  States  within  the  meaning  and 
intent  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  that  his  serv- 
ice as  an  engineer  in  the  "  Mississippi  Marine  Brigade"  was  that  of  a 
civilian  employee  of  the  Quartermaster's  De{)artment  of  the  Army, 
was  not  a  pensionable  service  thereunder,  and  conferred  no  title  to 
pension  upon  his  widow. 

This  decision  is  in  full  accord  with  the  accepted  and  well  settled  rul- 
ings of  the  Department,  and  is  believed  to  have  been  sound,  and  to 
have  correctly  declared  the  law  applicable  to  this  case,  as  well  as  to 
the  case  in  which  it  was  rendered. 

It  is  manifest,  therefore,  that  the  service  of  this  appellant  as  an 
engineer  in  the  Mississippi  Marine  Brigade  was  not  that  of  an  officer 
or  enlisted  man  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United  States, 
but  that  of  a  civilian  emplo3'^ee  of  the  Quartermaster's  Department  of 
the  Army.  Such  service  was  not  a  pensionable  service  under  the  pi'o- 
visions  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  May  9, 
1900,  and  the  rejection  of  appellant's  claim  for  pension  under  said  act 
for  that  reason  was  clearly  not  erroneous,  and  is  affirmed  accordingly. 
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8ERVICE-BVIDENCB-RECORI>-ACT  OF  JUNE  «7,  1890. 

Kate  D.  Smith  (widow). 

1.  The  discharge  certificate  of  claimant's  husband  shows  ninety-two  days'  service; 

the  records  of  the  War  Department  show  only  eighty-five  days'  service.  To 
entitle  a  widow  to  a  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  thinl  section  of  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  it  must  be  shown  that  the  soldier  served  at  least  ninety  day 8  iti 
the  late  war  of  the  rebellion. 

2.  In  determining  the  length  of  service  of  a  soldier  the  record  as  reported  by  the 

War  Department  is  generally  accepted  as  conclusive. 

3.  Evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  records  are  erroneous,  and  requests  that  they 

be  altered  or  amended,  can  not  be  considered  by  this  Department,  but  must  be 
submitted  to  the  War  Department 

4.  According  to  the  records  in  this  case  the  soldier  did  not  serve  ninety  days  in  the 

late  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  therefore  his  widow  is  not  entitled  to  a  pension 
under  the  existing  laws. 

Assista^it  Secretary  F,  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

March  9,  1903. 

The  claimant  in  the  above-entitled  case,  Kate  D.  Smith,  is  the  widow 
of  Anthony  W.  Smith,  formerly  private  in  Elder's  Company,  Cameron 
Guards,  Third  Battalion,  District  of  Columbia  Volunteer  Infantry. 
On  October  30,  1890,  she  made  application  for  pension  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  was 
rejected  by  the  Bureau  January  30,  1892,  on  the  ground  that  the  sol- 
dier was  not  in  the  service  ninety  days. 

Previous  to  this.  May  2,  1890,  claimant  applied  for  a  pension  under 
the  provisions  of  the  general  law,  and  this  claim  was  rejected  hy  the 
Bureau  October  29,  1896,  on  the  ground  that  soldier's  death  was  not 
due  to  the  service.  The  case  came  before  this  Department  on  appeal, 
and  under  date  of  October  17,  1898,  the  action  of  the  Bureau  was 
affirmed  in  the  following  stated  language: 

No  evidence  whatever  of  incurrence  of  chronic  diarrhoea,  and  none  of  treatment 
for  twenty-seven  years  after  disc^harge,  which  treatment  was  but  a  short  time  before 
death. 

Held:  Service  origin  of  fatal  disease  not  shown. 

The  question  of  the  term  of  service  of  the  soldier  was  not  considered 
in  this  case. 

An  appeal  was  filed  March  11,  1901,  contending  that  the  action  of 
the  Bureau  in  rejecting  the  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  was 
not  proper  or  just.     The  appeal  states,  in  part,  as  follows: 

I  appeal  for  reconsideration  of  my  claim  on  the  ground  that  soldier's  certificate  of 
discharge  herewith  attached  plainly  states  that  he  waa  enrolled  on  the  20th  of  April, 
1861,  and  was  mustered  out  with  his  company  on  July  20,  1861,  which  makes  his 
term  of  service  ninety-two  days. 

Chief  of  Retford  and  Pension  Division,  War  Department,  says  his  records  show  that 
soldier  was  enrolled  April  27, 1861,  instead  of  April  20,  and  that  April  20  in  discharge 
certificate  is  wrong,  but  it  is  just  as  reasonable  to  supx)ose  that  his  record  is  wrong  as 
that  dischai^ge  certificate  is  wrong.  In  addition  t^>  this  I  filed  the  joint  affidavit  of 
two  comrades  stating  that  soldier  enlistcii  Ai)ril  20;  also  a  letter  written  by  soldier 
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hxnaelf  on  April  27,  1861,  to  his  parents,  which  bears  internal  evidence  that  he  was 
enrolled  prior  to  day  letter  was  written,  and  sulistantially  corroborates  dischai^^^e  cer- 
tificate. I  submit  that  soldier's  discharge  certificate  certainly  is  prima  facie  evidence 
that  he  was  enrolled  on  April  20,  1861,  and  ought  to  be  accepted  as  such. 

The  discharge  certificate  referred  to  appears  to  be  genuine,  and  is 
signed  bj'  the  colonel  commanding  the  regiment  to  which  the  soldier 
belonged.  It  states  that  the  soldier  was  enrolled  on  the  20th  day  of 
April,  1861,  to  serve  three  months,  and  that  by  reason  of  the  expira- 
tion of  his  term  of  service  he  was  discharged  July  20,  1861. 

The  following  statement  has  been  indorsed  on  the  discharge  certifi- 
cate by  the  chief  of  the  Record  and  Pension  Oflice: 

Record  and  Pension  Office, 
War  Department,  October  ff,  1896. 
The  records  of  this  Department  show  that  this  man  was  enrolled  April  27,  1861. 
By  authority  of  ^he  Secretary  of  War: 

F.  C.  AlNSWORTH, 

Colonel,  V.  S.  Army,  Chief  Record  and  Perimm  Ojjice. 

In  addition  to  this  the  following  report  from  the  Record  and  Pension 
Ofllce  is  filed  with  the  papers  in  the  case: 

April  27,  1861,  is  regarded  by  this  Department  as  the  correct  date  of  enrollment 
of  Anthony  W.  Smith,  Elder's  Company,  Cameron  Guards,  Thini  Battalion,  District 
of  Columbia  Militia. 

Attention  is  invited  to  the  indorsement  of  this  office  on  the  soldier's  discharge 
certificate  herewith  returned. 

Upon  the  request  of  this  Department  still  another  report  was  under 
date  of  February  14,  1903,  transmitted  from  the  Auditor  for  the  War 
Department,  showing  that  the  soldier  was  paid  for  two  months'  and 
twenty-three  days'  service.     The  report  states  as  follows: 

Respectfully  returned  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  with  the  information  that 
the  records  of  this  office  show  that  Anthony  W.  Hmith,  late  private,  Captain  Elder's 
Company,  Cameron  Guards,  Third  Battalion,  District  of  Columbia  Infantry,  was 
enrolled  April  27,  1861,  mustered  out  with  comi)any  July  20,  1861,  and  paid  for  two 
months  and  twenty-three  days'  service. 

To  entitle  a  widow  to  a  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  third 
section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  it  must  be  shown  that  her  husband 
served  for  ninety  days  or  more  in  the  war  of  the  rebellion. 

It  is  the  established  pitictice  of  this  Department  to  accept  as  con- 
clusive the  records  of  the  War  Department,  they  being  the  official 
records  of  soldiers'  service. 

In  the  case  pf  Samuel  Evemian  (Asst.  Sec.  Hawkins,  1  P.  D.,  418) 
the  Department  held  as  follows: 

The  records  of  the  War  Department,  as  far  as  they  go,  must  be  taken  as  furnishing 
the  correct  history  of  the  military  service  of  a  claimant  for  pension,  and  it  is  in  the 
power  of  neither  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  nor  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
alter  such  records.  If  error  exists  in  said  reconls,  it  must  be  corrected,  if  at  all,  by 
the  proper  officer  of  the  War  Department. 

See  also  cases  of  Cassie  Thompson  (s  P.  D.,  G7)  and  Syprian  Archan- 
bault(6P.  D.,  240). 
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From  an  examination  of  the  "Official  Army  Register  of  the  Volun- 
teer Force  of  the  United  States,"  published  by  the  War  Department, 
the  following  reference  to  Captain  Elder's  company,  Cameron  Guards, 
Third  Battalion,  District  of  Columbia  Volunteer  Infantry,  appears  on 
page  1102,  in  the  Appendix  of  Part  III:  "  This  company  was  organized 
at  Washington,  D.  C,  April  20,  1861,  to  serve  three  months.  It 
was  mustered  out  July  20,  18(51,  by  reason  of  expiration  of  term  of 
service." 

As  before  stated,  the  question  of  length  of  service  was  not  raised  in 
the  adjudication  of  the  claim  under  the  general  law,  and  when  the  case 
was  in  the  field  for  special  examination  no  effort  was  made  to  throw 
any  light  upon  the  subject.  The  special  examiner,  in  making  his 
report,  indicated  that  he  thought  the  ceilificate  of  discharge  submitted 
by  him  settled  the  status  of  the  soldier's  length  of  service  conclusivel3% 

It  appears  from  the  testimony  before  the  special  examiner  that  a 
few  months  before  the  breaking  out  of  the  war  the  late  Anthony  W. 
Smith  went  from  St.  Louis  to  Philadelphia  to  work  in  a  foundry,  and 
that  when  President  Lincoln  issued  the  call  for  three-month  troops  he 
left  his  work,  with  a  party  of  others,  to  join  the  Cameron  Guards  at 
Washington,  D.  C. 

It  is  shown  by  the  official  records  of  the  War  Department  that 
Elder's  company,  Cameron  Guards,  was  organized  on  April  20,  1861, 
the  date  shown  in  the  certificate  of  discharge,  but  yet  it  is  possible, 
although  the  company  was  organized  April  20,  that  the  soldier  was 
not  enrolled  until  April  27,  1861,  as  stated  by  the  Chief  of  the  Kecord 
and  Pension  Division  of  the  War  Department. 

The  contention  of  the  appeal  is  that  the  records  of  the  War  Depart- 
ment are  erroneous,  but,  as  shown  by  the  decisions  quoted,  it  is  not 
within  the  province  of  this  Department  to  consider  whether  this  be  a 
fact  or  not.  Claimant  must  settle  this  point  with  the  War  Depart- 
ment. If  she  can  supply  evidence  and  induce  the  proper  official  of 
the  War  Department  to  alter  or  amend  the  records  so  as  to  show  that 
the  soldier  served  ninety  days,  then  this  Department  can  take  further 
action,  but  as  the  case  now  stands  it  is  without  power  to  give  any 
relief. 

The  evidence  mentioned  in  the  appeal,  namely,  the  joint  affidavit 
of  two  comrades  and  a  letter  written  on  April  27,  1861,  can  not  be 
found  with  the  papers  in  the  case,  after  a  careful  and  diligent  search. 
As  already  stated,  even  if  this  evidence  was  at  hand,  it  could  not  be 
considered  by  this  Department,  but  should  be  submitted  to  the  War 
Department. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  Department  holds  that  the  action  of 
the  Bureau  in  rejecting  this  claim  under  the  provisions  of  the  third 
section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  was  right  and  proper,  and  ac<;ord- 
ingly  the  same  is  hereby  affirmed. 
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l>IVI8ION  OF  PENSION— ACT  MARCH  3,  1899— EVIDENCE— ATTORNEYS. 

Mary  E.  Parker  v.  Jackson  Parker. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  fails  to  Batisfactorily  show  that  claimant  is  in  necessitous 
circumstances  within  the  meaning  of  the  ad  of  March  3,  1899.  Attorneys  pro- 
hibited from  appearing  for  )x)th  parties  in  contested  cases  under  act  of  March  3, 
1899. 

Assistant  Secretary  I*^.  L.  Carripf)ell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

March  c9,  1903, 

Mary  E.  Parker  appealed  January  31,  1903,  from  the  Bureau  action 
of  December  12,  1902,  dropping  her  name  from  the  rolls  on  the  ground 
that  she  was  not  in  necessitous  circumstances  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act  of  March  3,  1899. 

It  appears  from  claimant's  own  testimony  that  at  the  time  of  the 
alleged  desertion  and  at  date  of  filing  her  application  for  one-half 
her  husband's  pension  she  was  the  owner  of  a  40-acre  farm  valued  by 
her  at  $16  per  acre,  and  that  she  was  also  possessed  of  certain  personal 
proj>ert3',  which  with  the  real  estate  amounted  to  $764. 

Pensioner  contends  that  he  has  no  means  aside  from  his  pension  of 
$17  per  month,  and  this  contention  is  not  disputed  by  claimant. 

The  Department  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  evidence  in  this  case  fails 
to  satisfactorily  show  that  claimant  is  in  necessitous, circumstances 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  March  8,  1899. 

See  Fisher  v.  Fisher  (12  P.  D.,  336);  Pierce  7'.  Pierce  (Ibid,  412-413), 
and  Dustin  v.  Dustin  (13  P.  D.,  77). 

The  Bureau  action  appealed  from  is  affirmed  and  the  papers  in  the 
case  are  herewith  returned. 

It  Ls  deemed  proper  to  invite  the  attention  of  the  Bureau  to  another 
feature  in  this  case. 

An  issue  of  fact  was  joined  between  the  parties  in  this  (rase.  Both 
were  represented  by  their  respective  attorneys.  Their  interests  were 
conflicting,  the  pensioner  resisting  the  claim  of  his  wife  to  any  portion 
of  his  pension;  yet  such  being  the  facts  the  attorney  for  claimant  on 
September  4,  1902,  assumed  to  represent  both  parties  in  the  prosecu- 
tion of  the  wife's  claim,  and  subscribed  himself  as  ''Attorney  for  wife 
and  soldier." 

Justice  to  parties  whose  interests  are  conflicting,  as  well  as  justice 
to  attorneys,  forbids  an  attorney  acting  for  both  parties.  His  acts 
and  consents  in  such  a  case  would  be  voidable  at  the  option  of  either 
party,  if  not  absolutely  void,  besides  rendering  him  liable  to  either 
party  for  breach  of  duty. 

As  stated  in  Arrington  i\  Arrington  (116  N.  Car.,  170) — 

The  rule  which  forbids  the  flame  attorney  from  representing  Iwth  parties  in  adver- 
eary  prooeedingH  rests  upon  the  broad  principles  of  public  |x>licy  which  precludes 
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persons  occupying  these  fiduciary  relations  from  representing  conflicting  interests 
that  may  tempt  them  to  disregard  duty  and  lead  to  injury  to  one  side  or  the  other. 

Attorneys  who  in  future  disregard  their  plain  duty  in  this  respect 
will  subject  themselves  to  be  disbarred  from  practice  before  the 
Bureau  and  this  Department  in  pension  cases. 


marriage— districrr  of  coi.i7mbia— evtoence. 
Bridget  Butler  (widow). 

Whether  the  claimant  and  soldier  were  married  in  Ireland  or  not,  there  is  sufficient 
proof  of  common-law  marriage  in  the  District  of  Columbia;  therefore  the  claim 
was  improperly  rejected. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Comiaissioiier  of  Pensions^ 

March  9,  1903. 

James  Butler,  formerly  a  private  in  Company  C,  First  Regiment  of 
District  of  Columbia  Volunteer  Cavalry,  died  May  27, 1897.  On  June 
12,  1897,  Bridget  Butler,  claiming  as  his  widow,  filed  application  for 
pension  both  under  the  general  law  and  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890, 
Said  applications  were  both  rejected  June  9,  1898,  on  the  ground  that 
the  claimant  was  unable  to  furnish  legal  proof  that  she  was  the  sol- 
dier's widow.  Testimony  was  filed  with  a  view  to  reopening  the  claim 
under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  but  your  Bureau,  on  December  7, 1900, 
held  it  to  be  insuflScient  for  that  purpose. 

On  May  20,  1901,  the  claimant  appealed,  contending  that  the  evi- 
dence adduced  in  support  of  her  marriage  to  the  soldier  ought  to  have 
been  considered  sufficient. 

The  claimant  (who  signed  by  mark,  and  by  other  facts  disclosed  in 
the  record  is  evidently  a  very  ignonint  woman),  in  her  affidavit  filed 
May  28,  1898,  states  that  she  and  the  soldier  were  married  in  Ireland, 
whither  she  had  gone  for  the  express  purpose  of  marrying  him,  he 
being  there  in  jail  for  having  participated  in  a  Fenian  uprising;  that 
her  husband  was  released  from  jail  upon  condition  that  he  would  at 
once  leave  the  country;  and  adds: 

I  remained  there  but  two  or  three  days,  and  I  do  not  now  know  the  name  of  the 
place  where  we  were  married,  nor  the  name  of  the  priest  who  performed  the  cere- 
mony; *  *  *  and  on  account  of  the  position  Mr.  Butler  was  in  they  were 
extremely  anxious  to  leave  the  country  as  8.X)n  as  possible.  For  the  reasons  herein 
stated  she  can  not  furnish  any  evidence  of  her  marriage  other  than  that  of  cohabita- 
tion since  1864,  and  the  church  record  of  the  baptism  of  her  children  now  on  file  in 
the  Pension  Bureau;  neither  can  she  furnish  any  evidence  as  to  prior  marriage,  for 
the  reason  that  she  does  not  know  of  any  living  person  who  knew  either  of  them 
prior  to  1860  or  1861. 

Both  parties  have  lived  (so  long  as  the  husband  lived)  in  Washing- 
ton, D.  C.  John  Kenney  (residing  at  No.  216  Seventh  street  SE.) 
in  an  affidavit  filed  May  9,  1899,  says: 

I  first  Ixxame  a<M]uainted  with  James  Butler  al>out  18(50  or  1861,  in  Washington, 
D.  C,  and  knew  him  intimately  from  that  time  until  his  death.     To  the  l)e8t  of  my 
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knowledge  and  belief  Butler  was  never  married  prior  to  his  marriage  with  the 
woman  who  is  now  his  wife.  *  ♦  ♦  When  I  first  became  acquainted  with  him 
he  was  keeping  company  with  the  girl  who  is  now  his  widow.    *    *    ♦ 

About  1865  or  1866  Butler  went  to  Ireland  to  aid  the  Fenians,  where  he  was 
arresteii,  but  was  released  about  1867  or  1868  (I  can  not  give  exact  dates),  and 
retomed  to  this  country.  I  saw  him  soon  after  his  return  frrjui  Ireland,  and  was 
introduced  to  his  wife,  Mrs.  Bridget  Butler,  and  from  that  time  up  to  his  death 
visited  his  home  frequently  and  knew  them  as  man  and  wife. 

A  considerable  number  of  other  affidavits  set  forth  cAearly  the  unde- 
nied  fact  that  the  claimant  and  the  soldier  have  lived  together  a.s  man 
and  wife  in  Washington  City  from  about  1867  until  the  soldier's  death. 

The  records  of  St.  Peter's  (Catholic)  Church,  corner  of  Second  and 
C  streets  SE.,  Washington,  D.  C.  (according  to  a  certificate  filed  in 
your  Bureau  June  12,  1897),  show  that  James  Henry  Butler,  born 
July  9, 1872,  was  baptized  September  15,  1872,  and  that  Mary  Catha- 
rine Butler,  born  August  3,  1874,  was  baptized  August  11,  1874,  both 
being  children  of  James  G.  Butler  and  Bridget  Mclnnerny,  his  wife. 

Doubtless  it  would  be,  technically,  the  correct  practice  to  insist 
upon  the  claimant's  showing  that  she  had  endeavored  to  obtain  proof 
of  her  marriage  from  the  place  in  Ireland  where  such  uiarriage  occurred, 
and  had  failed  in  such  attempt,  before  accepting  any  other  evidence. 
But  under  the  circumstances  set  forth  it  can  easily  be  seen  what  obsta- 
cles are  in  the  way  of  this  aged  and  ignorant  claimant  or  of  her  attor- 
ney obtaining  such  evidence.  If  such  attempt  were  to  be  made,  and  it 
should  fail,  it  would  not  necessarily  prove  fatal  to  her  claim.  If,  in 
fact,  the  claimant  and  the  soldier  were  never  married  in  Ireland,  then 
it  becomes  true  that  they  were  married,  under  the  common  law,  in  the 
District  of  Columbia.  For  in  this  case,  as  was  said  in  the  case  of 
"  Fanny,  alleged  widow  of  Fi-ank  H.  Curtis  "  (2  P.  D.,  159): 

The  Department  is  of  the  opinion  that  there  is  sufficient  evidence  of  cohabitation, 
recognition,  and  reputation  on  file  in  this  claim  to  establish  a  valid  marriage  at  com- 
mon law  between  these  parties. 

The  above  ruling  has  been  repeatedly  reaflSrmed  b}^  the  Department, 
notably  in  the  very  carefully  considered  case  of  Annie  Higgins  (10 
P.  D.,  110): 

I  am  constrained  to  hold  that  a  marriage  per  verba  de  presenti  is  valid  in  this 
District,  and  the  decision  in  Fanny  Curtis  (2  P.  D.,  159)  is  approved  as  to  this 
qnesUon. 

Your  action  in  the  case  now  under  consideration  is  therefore  reversed, 
and  you  will  please  readjudicate  the  same  as  herein  indicated. 
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MARRIAGB-DIVORCE-FRAXID-PRACTICE— DIVISION    OF    PENSION— ACTT 

OF  MARCH  8,  1899. 

Mary  J.  Powell  v.  William  A.  Powell. 

Pensioner  procured  a  decree  of  divorce  in  the  State  of  Indiana,  the  wife  l^eing  a  resi- 
dent of  the  State  of  Ohio.  No  notice  of  the  divorce  proceedings  was  served  npon 
the  wife,  and  she  did  not  appear, 

Claimant  should  test  the  validity  of  her  husband's  alleged  fraudulent  divorce  in  the 
r-ourt  where  the  divorce  was  procured,  or  impeach  its  validity  by  proper  pro- 
ceedings in  another  court. 

Public  policy  and  administrative  duty  require  that  questions  of  this  nature  should  be 
left  to  the  courts  and  that  parties  questioning  the  validity  of  a  decree  or  judg- 
ment of  court  of  general  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter,  collaterally,  in  a 
proceeding  of  this  nature,  should  be  relegated  to  the  courts  for  their  remedy. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  Z.  Campbell  to  tfw  Covimhsioiur  of  Pensions^ 

March  9,  1903. 

Mrs.  Mary  J.  Powell  appealed  Januaiy  lb,  1903,  from  the  Bureau 
action  of  December  18,  1902,  rejecting  her  claim  filed  June  28,  1902, 
for  one-half  her  husband's  pension,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  pro- 
cured a  divorce  from  her  Februar^^  10,  1896,  in  the  superior  court  of 
Marion  County,  State  of  Indiana. 

Claimant  contends  that  said  decree  is  fraudulent  and  void,  and  that 
the  court  never  acquired  jurisdiction  of  the  ease. 

Pensioner  contends  that  said  decree  of  divorce  is  valid;  that  the 
court  was  one  of  general  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter,  and  that 
the  question  of  jurisdiction  can  not  be  considered  by  the  Department 
in  a  collateral  proceeding  of  this  nature. 

The  evidence  in  the  case  discloses  a  certified  copy  of  a  decree  of 
divorce  between  these  parties,  rendered  by  said  coui-t  as  above  stated, 
regular  on  its  face,  and  reciting  jurisdictional  facts  suflScient,  prima 
facie,  to  confer  jurisdiction  on  the  court.  Claimant  had  no  actual 
notice  of  the  divorce  proceedings  and  did  not  appear. 

Claimant  is  a  resident  of  the  State  of  Ohio,  and  under  the  laws  of 
that  State  is  permitted  to  attack  the  Indiana  decree,  collaterally  and 
without  direct  proceedings  in  the  court  where  the  decree  of  divorce 
was  rendered.  Cox  v.  Cox  (19  Ohio  St.,  502;  2  Am.  Rep.,  415);  Pen- 
ny wit  t'.  Foot  (27  Ohio  St.,  000);  Van  Fossen  v.  State  (Ibid.,  317;  41 
Am.  Rep.,  507);  Spier  v.  Corll  (33  Ohio  St.,  23G),  and  Cross  v.  Arm- 
strong (44  Ohio  St.,  613-627). 

It  does  not  follow,  however,  that  she  should  be  permitted  to  so  ques- 
tion the  validity  of  a  judicial  decree  in  a  proceeding  of  this  nature 
before  an  executive  branch  of  the  Government,  or  that  the  Bureau  of 
Pensions  or  this  Department  should  be  burdened  with  a  duty  which 
the  law  has  placed  exclusively  in  charge  of  the  courts  or  the  judicial 
branch  of  the  State  governments. 
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Claimant  should  test  the  vitlidity  of  her  husband's  alleged  fraudulent 
divorce  in  the  court  where  the  divorce  was  procured  or  impeach  its 
validity  by  proper  proceedings  in  another  court. 

Public  policy  and  administrative  duty  require  that  questions  of  this 
nature  should  be  left  to  the  courts,  and  that  parties  questioning  the 
validit}^  of  a  decree  or  judgment  of  court  of  general  jurisdiction  over 
the  subject-matter,  collaterally,  in  a  proceeding  of  this  nature,  should 
be  relegated  to  the  courts  for  their  remedy. 

This  subject  was  carefully  considered  by  this  Department  in  the 
recent  case  of  Cooper  v.  Cooper,  decided  February  24,  1903,  wherein 
the  same  conclusion  was  reached.  The  decree  in  that  case  was  pro- 
cured in  the  State  of  Missouri,  the  wife  being  a  resident  of  the  State 
of  Iowa. 

So  long  as  the  decree,  prima  facie  valid  on  its  face,  is  judicially 
unimpaired,  it  should  be  accepted  by  the  Pension  Bureau  and  this 
Department  as  conclusive  of  the  marital  status  of  the  parties,  at  least 
so  long  as  the  parties  to  the  decree  are  alive  and  the  courts  are  open 
to  their  relief. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  as  now  presented  shows  that  claimant 
ceased  to  be  the  wife  of  pensioner  February  10,  1896,  and  such  being 
the  accepted  fact  she  is  not  entitled  to  one-half  his  pension  under  the 
act  of  March  3,  1899. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


service— act  june  27,  1880-dischaboe-recobd. 

Helen  Randall  (widow). 

ftoldier  was  enrolled  December  5,  1863,  waa.  reported  present  to  February  29,  1864, 
from  which  time  to  the  time  of  his  discharge,  OctoV)er  3,  1864,  he  was  in  hos- 
pital or  on  furlough.  He  was  discharged  on  account  of  general  debility  and 
worthlessness,  the  certificate  of  discharge  containing  the  following:  '*  Improper 
enlistment." 

It  is  held  that  soldier  rendered  more  than  ninety  days'  service  during  the  war  of  the 
rebellion. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Coimnissumer  of  Perisums 

March  12,  1903, 

Helen  Randall,  as  widow  of  Joseph  N.  Randall,  formerly  private  in 
Company  H,  Second  United  States  Volunteer  Sharpshooters,  filed  a 
claim  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  June  1,  1891,  which 
was  rejected  February  3,  1901,  in  the  following  stated  language: 

Approved  for  rejection  on  the  ground  that  the  army  record  shows  that  the  soldier 
was  discharged  for  ** general  debility  and  worthlessness;*'  that  he  was  improperly 
enlisted;  was  disqualified  by  disease  for  service,  and  performed  no  military  duty. 
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February  9,  1903,  the  claimant,  by  her  attorneys,  flled  an  appeal  to 
the  Department,  alleging  as  grounds  therefor  that  the  Bureau  was  in 
error  in  its  consideration  of  the  evidence  in  the  case. 

On  February  24,  1903,  at  the  request  of  the  Bureau,  the  papers 
were  returned  by  the  Department  in  order  that  further  information 
might  be  secured  from  the  War  Department. 

March  10,  1903,  the  papers  were  again  transmitted  to  the  Depart- 
ment, together  with  the  following  report: 

Re8pectfully  transmitted  to  the  honorable  Secretary  with  the  opinion  that  the 
action  appealed  from  should  be  adhered  to. 

It  is  not  believed  that  this  soldier  performed  any  military  service.  The  statement 
of  Ward  Surgeon  Perry  must  have  been  based  on  what  the  soldier  told  him. 

With  th& exception  of  the  first  month's  pay  in  advance  he  was  paid  in  hospital, 
and,  in  fact,  was  in  hospital  during  his  whole  term  of  service.  He  was  thus  a  chaiige 
upon  the  Government,  and  it  is  not  believed  his  service  was  such  as  is  contemplated 
by  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  as  a  whole  do  not  warrant  the 
conclusion  reached  in  the  above  report. 
The  transcripts  of  the  records  of  the  War  Department  are  as  follows: 

Joseph  N.  Randall,  Company  H,  Second  United  States  Sharpshooters,  was  enrolled 
December  5,  1863,  and  discharged  October  3,  1864,  on  surgeon's  certificate  of  dis- 
ability. From  enlistment  to  discharge  he  held  the  rank  of  private,  and  during  that 
period  the  rolls  show  him  present  except  as  follows: 

''February  29,  1864,  absent  in  hospital,  Washington,  D.  C;  same  to  June  30,  1864; 
August  31,  1864,  absent  in  hospital  at  Burlington,  Vermont'' 

The  medical  records  show  him  treated  as  follows:  As  J.  W.  Randall,  private.  Com- 
pany H,  Second  United  States  Sharpshooters,  February  3  to  April  16,  1864,  debility 
anaemia;  furloughed  April  15,  1864;  returned  May  14,  1864,  and  transferred  July 
18, 1864,  as  John  N.  (also  lx>me  as  Joseph  N. )  Randall,  private.  Company  H,  Second 
United  States  Sharf)shooters,  July  22  to  September  16,  1864,  chronic  diarrhoea 
(diagnosis  also  appears  as  difficulty  of  lungs);  furloughed  September  16,  1864; 
returned  October  3,  1864,  and  discharged  from  the  service  October  3,  1864;  cause, 
general  debility  and  worth lessness;  improper  enlistment. 

Under  date  of  March  6, 1903,  the  following  communication  was  sent 
to  the  Bureau  by  the  War  Department: 

Respectfully  returned  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  with  the  information  that 
nothing  has  been  found  of  record  in  the  case  of  Joseph  N.  Randall,  Company  H, 
Second  United  States  Sharpshooters,  l)earing  on  the  question  as  to  whether  this 
soldier  performed  any  military  service  except  what  is  stated  in  the  surgeon's  certifi- 
cate of  disability  on  which  he  was  dischai^ed.  He  was  honorably  dischaiiged  as  of 
the  above-mentioned  organization. 

In  the  certificate  for  discbarge,  over  the  signature  of  A.  N.  Perry, 
''ward  surgeon,"  appears  the  following  statement: 
Has  never  done  any  service  or  been  to  his  command. 

The  surgeon  of  the  regiment  made  the  following  certificate  in  said 
discharge: 

I  certify  that  I  have  carefully  examined  the  said  J.  N.  Randall,  of  Captain  Bux- 
ton's company,  and  find  him  incapable  of  performing  the  duties  of  a  soldier  because 
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of  tuberculosis  of  left  lung;  right  lung  contracted  and  impervious  at  base;  totally 
unfit  for  service  in  the  field  or  Veteran  Reserve  Corps;  di&bility  existed  prior  to 
enlistment. 

An  analysis  of  the  records  of  the  War  Department  shows  that  upon 
their  face  they  arc  inconsistent  and  contradictory.  The  certificate  of 
disability  for  discharge  is  not  a  record  of  any  more  force  or  dignity 
than  the  other  records.  So  far  as  the  record  shows,  the  soldier  was 
enrolled  December  5,  1863,  and  was  present  with  his  company  and 
regiment  until  February  3,  1864,  when  his  name  is  taken  up  on  the 
-medical  rolls.  That  he  was  in  hospital  or  on  sick  furlough  from  that 
time  until  discharge  can  not  affect  the  question  of  sei*vice. 

Section  4700,  Revised  Statutes,  is  as  follows: 

Officers  absent  on  sick  leave  and  enlisted  men  absent  on  sick  furlough,  or  on  vet- 
eran furlough  with  the  organization  to  which  they  belong,  shall  be  regarded  in  the 
administration  of  the  pension  laws  in  the  same  manner  as  if  they  were  in  the  field 
or  hospital. 

Congress  has  said  by  the  above  that  service  in  the  field  is  to  be  con- 
sidered no  higher  degree  of  service  in  the  administration  of  the  pen- 
sion laws  than  being  in  hospital. 

In  the  case  of  David  H.  Dyer  (D  P.  D.,  87),  the  rule  regarding  the 
effect  of  records  of  the  War  Department  was  laid  down  as  follows: 

This  Department  is  likewise  charged  by  law  with  a  special  function  as  the  court 
of  last  resort  in  such  cases,  to  wit,  to  determine  whether,  upon  all  the  proofs 
adducred,  a  given  claimant  has  made  out  such  title  as  gives  him  an  acknowledged 
right  to  the  l)enefits  contained  in  the  pension  laws.  Among  the  kinds  of  evidence 
adduced  for  the  trial  of  this  issue  is  the  record  in  possession  of  the  Government, 
showing  the  military  history  in  question.  This  Department,  in  the  final  adjudica- 
tion of  the  question,  is  bound  by  the  record.  But  the  record  can  only  be  conclusive 
of  the  facts  which  it  contains,  and  is  to  be  weighed,  in  so  far  as  its  effects  on  the 
pensionable  rights  of  a  claimant  are  concerned,  precisely  like  any  and  all  other  evi- 
dence admitted  in  the  hearing.  This  Department  is  bound  to  accept  as  true  the 
unimpeached  record  which  the  War  Department  shall  supply  in  any  given  case,  but 
this  Department  alone  has  the  power  under  the  law,  in  the  absence  of  any  statutory 
direction  or  restriction,  to  determine  what  effect  such  record  shall  have  upon  the 
pensionable  rights  sued  for. 

The  record  in  this  case  shows  that  this  soldier  was  enrolled  on 
Deceml)er  5,  1863,  and  was  discharged  October  3,  1804.  The  fact 
that  he  was  in  hospital  most  of  this  service  of  nearly  ten  months  is 
immaterial.     (See  case  of  Martin  Collins,  11  P.  D.,  206.) 

In  the  case  of  Sarah  A.  Kersey  (H  1*.  D.,  1),  the  Department  held, 

syllabus: 

The  rule  that  the  i)eriod  of  pay  determines  the  period  of  actual  service  is  estab- 
lished in  the  War  Department  and  can  not  be  modified,  constructively,  by  the 
Department  of  the  Interior. 

This  rule  was  subsequently  modified  and  overruled  in  part  by  the 
case  of  George  W.  Hill  (7  P.  D.,  235),  and  see  also  case  of  Jefferson  M. 
Human  (12  P.  D.,  500),  under  the  limitations  therein  prescribed,  but 
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under  the  circumstances  in  the  case  under  consideration  the  fa<;t  that 
claimant  was  paid  for  a  certain  period  is  very  material. 

The  records  of  the  Auditor  for  the  War  Department  show  the 
following: 

The  records  of  this  office  show  that  he  (clahnant)  received  one  month  advance 
pay  at  inu8t<*r  hi  to  the  United  States  service.  He  was  also  paid  from  January  3, 
1864,  to  June  30,  1864,  four  months  and  twenty-eight  days,  in  Lincoln  General  Hos- 
pital, Washington,  D.  C,  and  from  June  30,  1864,  to  August  31,  1864,  two  months, 
in  General  Hospital  at  Burlington,  Vt.  No  record  of  final  payment  and  no  claim 
for  arrears. 

It  will  be  seen  that  this  soldier  was  paid  for  seven  months  and 
twent}' -eight  days  of  service.  The  statement  that  he  was  improperly 
enlisted  does  not  go  to  the  gist  of  the  question.  The  fact  remains  that 
he  was  enlisted  and  held  to  service  for  nearly  ten  months  and  paid  for 
nearly  eight  months.  To  hold  that  the  soldier  did  notseiTe  for  ninety 
days  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  would  be  to  fly  in  the  face  of  the 
records. 

This  Department  has  never  said  what  shall  constitute  pensionable 
service  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  does  not  propose  to  do  so 
at  this  time.  Each  case  must  stand  upon  its  own  fact^.  Where, 
through  the  misconduct  or  fault  of  a  soldier,  he  was  punished  or  put 
under  arrest,  it  has  been  held  that  he  was  not  rendering  pensionable 
service  under  said  act.     See  aise  of  George  W.  Fleck  (7  P.  D.,  343). 

But  here  is  a  soldier  who  was  regularly  enlisted  and  aix^^pted  into 
the  service,  and  while  for  the  greater  part  of  his  service  he  was  in 
hospital,  it  can  not  be  held  that  he  was  not  rendering  pensionable 
service.  Sickness  in  a  hospital  is  in  reason  a  service  of  the  most  exact- 
ing kind.  It  may  be  true  the  soldier  should  not  have  been  accepted, 
and  that  he  had  a  serious  disability  when  he  was  accepted,  but  the 
fact  remains  that  he  was  regularly  enlisted  and  held  to  service.  It 
was  not  his  fault  that  the  Government  accepted  him  as  a  soldier. 
It  is  too  late  to  say  after  enlistment  and  ten  months  of  service  that 
such  enlistment  was  a  mistake  and  therefore  the  soldier  rendered  no 
service. 

Some  general  rule  must  be  adhered  to  in  this  class  of  cases  in  order 
that  substantial  justice  may  result.  If  a  soldier  in  a  hospital,  racked 
by  pain  or  disease,  is  to  be  held  not  to  have  rendered  service  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  181)0,  during  the  time  he  was  in  hospital,  the  effect 
and  intent  of  the  law  would  be  absolutely  defeated  in  many  instances. 

In  this  case  the  statements  in  the  discharge  certificate  that  the  sol- 
dier did  not  reach  his  company  and  rendered  no  service  are  inconsist- 
ent with  the  other  records.  This  soldier  is  aided  by  the  usu^l  and 
ordinaiy  presumptions  that  operate  in  this  class  of  cases,  and  his 
service  must  be  held  pensionable  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  from  which  the  appeal  was  filed  is  reversed. 
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nepenoent  parenth-means  of  sirppobt—e vi hence. 

Margaret  Kuiin  (mother). 

An  sAleged  dependent  mother  is  without  present  means  of  support,  if  siich  means  of 
support  consist  only  of  the  legal  and  moral  obligations  of  her  husband,  such 
obligations  being  conclusively  shown  to  be  productive  of  practically  nothing 
toward  her  support,  and  the  law  being  powerless  to  make  them  productive; 
provided  always,  that  the  said  husband  has  no  property  which  can  be  made  lia- 
ble for  such  support. 

^i.s»istant  Secretary  F.  L.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pen»i</i\s^ 

March  12,  1903. 

Margaret,  as  dependent  mother  of  John  E.  Kuhns,  formerly  priv-ate 
in  Compan}'  H,  Forty-third  United  States  Volunteer  Infantry,  filed 
her  application  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  January  15,  1901, 
claim  being  rejected  January  2,  1902,  on  the  ground  of  nondepend- 
ence.  An  appeal  was  filed  November  24,  1902,  the  contention  being 
that  the  rejection  was  contrary  to  law,  and  the  Department  ordered  a 
special  examination  in  an  opinion  promulgated  January  15, 1903.  The 
papers  are  now  before  the  Department,  the  rejection  is  adhered  to, 
and  in  transmitting  the  papers  it  is  stated:  ''  An  authoritative  and 
explicit  determination  by  the  Department  of  the  question  involved  is 
desired.  Shall  a  mother  bo  pensioned  as  dependent  whose  husband 
could,  apparently,  support  her  if  he  would,  but  fails  or  refuses  to 
do  so?" 

The  soldier  was  killed  in  action  April  18,  1900.  The  claimant 
lives  with  her  husband  in  Tiffin,  Ohio,  and  is  the  mother  of  nine 
children,  all  by  the  soldier's  father,  the  oldest  being  26  years  of 
age.  The  three  youngest  are  less  than  12  years  old — they  live  at 
home  and  attend  school — and  the  husband  is  49  years  of  age.  The 
claim  has  been  specially  examined  in  a  careful  and  thorough  manner, 
and  there  is  some  slight  testimony  to  the  effect  that  claimant's  hus- 
band is  afflicted  with  rheumatism  and  stomach  trouble,  yet  it  is 
fairly  well  shown,  that  aside  from  the  effects  of  dissipation,  which 
do  not  seem  to  have  materially  affected  his  actual  capacity  for 
labor,  he  is  fully  able,  mentally  and  physically,  to  support  his  wife 
and  children.  He  prefers,  however,  to  indulge  his  dissolute  habits, 
he  earns  but  little,  and  practically  all  he  does  earn  is  spent  for  whisky. 
In  short,  he  could  support  this  claimant  if  he  would.  A  careful 
inijuiry  has  been  made,  and  the  sum  of  $55.50  is  all  the  money  which 
can  be  traced  into  the  husband's  hands  which  he  has  expended  for  the 
benefit  of  his  family  in  the  past  two  3^ears.  It  is  conclusively  sljiown 
that  this  claimant  supports  herself,  her  three  children,  as  well  as  fur- 
nishing a  comfortable  home  and  food  for  her  husband. 

A  wife  has  a  right  to  a  support  from  her  husband;  and  if  he  has 
property  her  inchoate  interest  therein  is  something  which  can  be  made 
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tangible  for  such  support;  it  is  liable  for  contribution,  and  such  con- 
tribution can  be  enforced.  In  the  absence  of  property  she  has  a  right, 
to  a  certain  extent,  to  proceeds  of  his  labor;  but  if  he  refuses  to  labor 
there  is  no  way  known  to  the  law  to  compel  him  to  so  do.  A  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction  may  order  him  to  support  her,  but  if  his  only 
resource  is  labor,  and  he  refuses  to  labor,  he  only  la3^s  himself  liable 
to  imprisonment  for  contempt;  and  such  imprisonment  would  cut  off 
the  last  vestige  of  even  expectation  of  support  by  him. 

The  law  is  explicit  and  pensions  a  mother  who  has  no  present  means 
of  support  other  than  her  own  manual  labor  or  the  contribution  of 
others  not  legally  bound  for  her  support;  and  whether  or  not  such  a 
claimant  has  a  present  means  of  support  is  purely  a  question  of  fact 
If  she  has,  without  question,  no  such  support  save  the  expected  con- 
tributions of  a  dissolute  and  worthless  husband  who  has  no  property 
of  any  description,  and  whose  infrequent  and  meager  earnings  are  con- 
verted by  him  into  whisky,  it  needs  no  argument  to  demonstrate  that 
such  present  means  of  support  exist,  if  at  all,  in  a  visionary  fiction  of 
law.  The  law  sa^^s  she  is  entitled  to  a  support  by  her  husband;  but, 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  there  is  no  such  support,  neither  is  there  any  pos- 
sible way  of  obtaining  it. 

This  claimant  is  shown*to  have,  aside  from  her  own  manual  labor, 
no  present  means  of  support  worth  mentioning  other  than  a  supposed 
moral  obligation  of  her  husband;  and  he  has  no  more  regard  for  such 
moral  obligation  than  ho  has  for  his  legal  one,  and  that  is  nil.  The 
law  is  as  powerless  to  compel  him  to  fulfil  his  moral  obligation  as  it  is 
to  make  him  fulfill  his  legal  one.  The  obligations  on  his  part  exist 
hypothetically  only,  have  no  existence  in  fact,  and  are  not  productive, 
neither  can  they  be  made  productive,  of  anything  that  can  be  resolved 
into  a  means  of  support  for  the  claimant. 

The  law  applicable  to  the  case  may  be  stated  as  follows:  An  alleged 
dependent  mother  is  without  present  means  of  support,  if  such  means 
of  support  consist  only  of  the  legal  and  moral  obligations  of  her  hus- 
band, when  such  obligations  are  conclusively  shown  to  be  productive 
of  practically  nothing  toward  her  support,  and  the  law  is  powerless  to 
make  them  productive;  provided  always  that  the  said  husband  has  no 
property  which  can  be  made  liable  for  such  support. 

The  claim  should  be  reopened  and  readjudicated  under  the  law  as 
herein  set  forth. 

Action  reversed. 


commencement-act  .tune  37,  1800. 
George  W.  Prentice. 

Claimant  was  pensioned  from  date  of  liis  second  medical  examination  upon  his 
original  application,  instead  of  from  the  date  of  application. 

Hdd  to  be  error,  and  that  his  pension  stiould  have  been  allowed  from  date  of  his 
application. 
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Assistant  Secretary  F.  L.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

March  12,  1903. 

George  W.  Prentice,  an  unassigned  recruit  in  the  Third  Wisconsin 
Volunteer  Cavalry,  was  discharged  May  27,  1866,  after  a  year  and 
three  months'  service  as  a  private. 

August  19,  1890,  he  applied  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  alleging  disability  for  manual  labor  on  account  of  rheumatism 
and  catarrh. 

Iii  support  of  his  application  he  filed,  January  16, 1891,  the  afSda- 
vits  of  two  lay  witnesses  and  one  physician. 

The  lay  witnesses  had  known  claimant  for  thirty  years,  and  in  these 
affidavits  stated  that  they  personally  knew  of  his  being  afflicted  with 
rheumatism  in  back  and  right  side  and  that  he  was  afflicted  with 
catarrh  affecting  his  head  and  hearing,  and  that  in  their  opinion  he 
was  disabled  from  performing  manual  labor  to  the  extent  of  three-  • 
fourths.  ^ 

The  affidavit  of  the  physician  was  to  the  effect  that  he  had  treated 
soldier's  family  for  the  last  fourteen  years  and  that — 

soldier  is  troubled  severely  with  catarrh;  his  sense  of  smelling  is  gone.  He  is  also 
troubled  with  rheumatism ,  giving  him  severe  trouble  a  part  of  each  year.  *  *  *  In 
my  opinion  soldier  .is  unable  to  perform  manual  labor  to  the  extent  of  fully  one-halL 
Would  say  further  that  the  catarrh  also  rendered  the  sense  of  hearing  imperfect  and 
gives  him  a  roaring  and  buzzing  of  the  head  and  to  a  considerable  extent  affects  his 
eyes.    The  rheumatism  troubles  his  right  hip  severely  as  well  as  his  whole  right  side. 

May  18, 1891,  he  was  examined  by  the  medical  board  at  Appleton, 
Wis. 

The  certificate  found  no  evidence  of  rheumatism*  but  described 
catarrh  as  follows: 

The  mucus  membrane  of  the  nose  and  pharynx  and  post-pharjmgeal  space  is  of  a 
reddish  color;  the  veins  are  dilated  and  varicose. 

A  quantity  of  inspissated  mucus  was  found  over  the  turbinated  bones  and  he 
speaks  with  a  slight  nasal  twang. 

They  rated  him  four-eighteenths  for  catarrh  and  nothing  for 
rheumatism. 

Upon  the  foregoing  evidence  the  Bureau,  July  2,  1891,  rejected  the 
claim  on  ground  of  '^no  disability  shown  in  a  i-atable  degree  under 
act  of  June  27, 1890.' 

August  26, 1891,  he  A  ed  an  afSdavit,  calling  attention  to  the  evi- 
dence filed  by  him  as  above,  and  alleging  that  the  board  of  medical 
examiners  had  not  treated  him  fairly  or  correctly  described  his  dis- 
abilities and  asking  for  a  reexamination  by  the  medical  board  at  New 
London,  Wis. 

The  Bureau  thereupon  reopened  the  claim  and  directed  an  examina- 
tion as  requested  by  claimant 
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That  examination  wan  made  June  22,  1892,  and  the  board  rated  him 
four-eighteenths  for  catarrh  and  the  same  for  rheumatism,  describing 
the  latter  as  follows: 

We  find  atrophy  of  muscles  of  back,  right  hip,  and  right  shoulder,  with  impair- 
ment of  motion;  the  distal  phalangeal  joints  of  both  hands  are  enlarged  by  arthritic 
deposits,  greatly  impairing  their  motion. 

Upon  receipt  of  this  certificate  the  Bureau,  without  any  additional 
evidence,  on  March  28,  1893,  allowed  him  a  pension  of  $6  per  month 
from  June  22,  1892,  the  date  of  the  second  medical  examination. 

He  duly  appealed  from  such  action,  claiming  that  his  pension  should 
have  been  allowed  from  August  19, 1890,  date  of  his  original  and  only 
application. 

The  Department  May  11,  1894,  in  considering  the  appeal,  held  that 
the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  allowing  pension  from  June  22,  1892,  date 
of  last  medical  examination,  was  erroneous,  citing  the  statute  and  the 
case  of  Timothy  L.  Carley  (7  P.  D.,  12),  and  in  its  judgment  directed 
that- 

The  claim  should  be  further  considered  to  determine  whether  from  the  evidence 
on  file  the  claimant's  disability  was  such  as  to  render  him  unable  to  earn  a  support 
by  manual  labor  at  the  date  he  filed  his  application.  If  it  was,  the  claim  should  be 
allowed  to  commence  at  that  date,  otherwise  it  should  be  rejected  and  the  proper 
steps  taken  looking  to  dropping  his  name  from  the  rolls. 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  mandate  of  the  Department  to  the  Bureau 
was  to  consider  the  "evidence  on  file"  in  determining  whether  a  pen- 
sionable disability  existed  at  date  of  application.  The  Bureau,  how- 
ever, having  in  effect  held  that  the  evidence  on  tile  did  not  show  a 
ratable  disability  at  date  of  filing  claim,  called  upon  the  claimant  to 
furnish  further  evidence  as  to  his  disabilitv  at  said  date. 

Claimant  thereupon  filed  the  affidavits  of  two  of  his  neighbors  and 
that  of  the  same  physician  who  had  previously  made  his  affidavit  to 
the  effect  that  the  claimant  had  been  at  least  one-half  disabled  from 
rheumatism  and  catarrh  before,  at,  and  ever  since  th'e  date  of  his 
application,  and  that  said  disabilities  at  date  of  his  application  were 
the  same  as  at  date  of  his  last  examination,  from  which  date  his  pen- 
sion was  allowed. 

After  considering  all  the  evidence,  by  the  personal  direction  of  the 
honorable  Commissioner,  and  in  disregard  of  the  mandate  of  the 
Department,  the  pension,  as  originally  allowed,  was  continued — that  is 
to  say,  the  pensioner  was  not  dropped  from  the  roll  nor  was  his  pen- 
sion allowed  from  date  of  application  but  only  from  date  of  his  second 
and  last  medical  examination,  June  22,  1892. 

It  should  be  stated,  in  extenuation  of  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in 
not  following  departmental  direction,  that  upon  receipt  by  the  Bureau 
of   the   departmental   decision,  the  Commissioner,   under   date  of 
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November  9,  1894,  transmitted  the  following  letter  of  inquiry  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior: 

[Claim  of  Geoige  W.  Prentice,  unaligned,  recruit,  Third  Wisconeiu  Cavalry.] 

Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  return  the  case  of  Geor^  W.  Prentice,  decided  on  appeal 
May  11,  1894,  for  further  instructions  in  the  premises,  inviting  attention  to  the  issue 
rais«e<l  by  Mr.  A^pinwall,  chief  of  board  of  review,  in  the  accompanying  slip,  sub- 
mitted November  1, 1894. 

Very  respectfully, 

Wm.  Lochr^n,  Commimoner. 

The  accompanying  slip  calls  attention  to  the  case  of  Timothy  L. 
Carley  (heretofore  noted),  upon  which  the  action  of  the  Department 
was  based,  and  refers  to  that  part  of  the  said  Carley  case  in  which  the 
Department  says: 

It  is  not  intended  that  this  ruling  shall  be  retroactive  in  effect,  but  that  it  shall 
apply  to  all  cases  hereafter  adjudicated. 

It  was  suggested  in  said  slip  that  in  view  of  the  aforesaid  saving 
clause,  the  claim  of  Prentice  having  been  adjudicated  by  the  Bureau 
some  time  prior  (two  months)  to  the  promulgation  of  the  Carley  case, 
it  came  under  the  exceptions  noted.  The  said  Carley  case  held  (as  it 
could  not  otherwise  have  done  in  view  of  the  statute)  that  in  claims 
for  pensions  under  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  the 
allowance  of  pension  must  date  from  the  filing  of  the  application,  and 
that  there  was  no  authority  in  law  for  allowing  them  from  date  of  the 
medical  examination,  unless,  of  course,  the  medical  examination  was 
made  upon  the  day  of  filing  the  claim. 

Inasmuch,  however,  as  prior  to  the  promulgation  of  the  Carley  case 
some  pensions  had  been  allowed  to  commence  at  date  of  the  medical 
examination  subsequent  to  date  of  filing,  the  clause  referred  to  in  the 
slip  was  inserted  to  the  eflFect  that  the  ruling  therein  ''should  not  be 
retroactive,  etc." 

In  reply  to  said  communication  of  the  Commissioner,  Assistant 
Secretary  Reynolds,  under  date  of  February  9,  1895,  said: 

That  clause  of  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Timothy  L.  Carley  (7  P.  D.,  12)  which 
states  that  **  it  is  not  intended  that  this  ruling  shall  be  retroactive  in  effect,  but  that 
it  shall  apply  to  all  cases  hereafter  adjudicated,"  was  intended  to  relieve  from  the 
application  thereof  those  adjudicated  cases  only  in  which  it  was  shown  that  at  that 
time  the  claimant  was  disabled  in  a  ratable  degree  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
and  not  any  case  wherein  the  evidence  failed  to  show  that  the  claimant  was  entitled 
to  the  rating  which  had  been  erroneously  allowed.  *  *  *  In  the  case  of  Prentice, 
whose  pension  was  made  to  commence  at  the  date  of  an  examination  by  a  board  of 
surgeons,  June  22,  1892  (a  point  of  commencement  unauthorized  by  law),  had  the 
evidence  showed  that  he  was  disabled  in  ratable  degree  at  that  date,  or,  for  obvious 
reasons,  even  at  the  date  of  the  departmental  decision  in  his  case,  the  allowance 
would  have  been  permitted  to  stand  as  made  under  the  saving  clause  of  the  decision 
in  the  Carley  case  hereinbefore  quoted ;  but  there  was  not  such  showing.  The  evi- 
dence did  not  justify  the  allowance  when  made,  nor  its  continuance. 
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Upon  the  question  of  right  to  pension  under  said  section  from  date  of  filing  appli- 
cation— a  question  upon  which,  after  the  reopening  of  the  claim  and  in  view  of  the 
new  evidence,  claimant  was  entitled  to  a  full  and  regular  adjudication — ^no  such 
adjudication  was  had.  The  decision,  as  was  proper,  directed  further  consideration 
of  the  case  hy  your  Bureau  with  a  view  to  such  adjudication. 

If,  therefore,  it  should  be  decided  that  claimant  was  not  entitled  to  a  rating  from 
the  date  last  above  mentioned,  there  was  no  other  course  open  under  the  law  but  to 
call  upon  him  to  show  cause  why  his  name  should  not  be  dropped  .from  the  rolls  as 
suggested  by  the  decision. 

It  was  after  the  receipt  of  the  foregoing  communication  that  Com- 
missioner Lochren  directed  that  the  action  of  the  Bureau  should  be 
adhered  to. 

Such  was  the  anomalous  status  of  this  claim  when,  July  28,  1897, 
claimant,  after  briefly  noting  the  action  of  the  Bureau  and  the  Depart- 
ment, asked  ^'for  the  immediate  correction  of  the  same,'^  and  that  he 
be  allowed  pension  from  August  19,  1890,  date  of  his  application. 

His  application  was  rejected  June  16,  1899,  and  the  '* former  action 
of  rejection  adhered  to." 

On  the  slip  transmitting  the  appeal  there  is  a  notation  of  a  letter 
of  the  Commissioner  to  claimant's  attorne}'^  of  date  May  22,  1901, 
"explaining  the  whole  case  to  appellant."  That  letter  is  not  found  in 
the  record  transmitted,  but  what  purports  to  be  a  copy  of  it  was  filed 
by  appellant  with  his  appeal,  and  it  is  as  follows: 

Sib:  In  response  to  your  communication  relative  to  date  of  commencement  of  the 
claimant's  pension,  I  have  to  say  that  at  the  time  of  allowance  of  said  claim,  April 
4,  1893,  pension  was  made  to  commence  June  22,  1892,  date  of  first  medical  exami- 
nation that  showed  a  ratable  disability  under  said  act,  which  was  in  accordance 
with  the  practice  of  the  Bureau  at  that  time.  An  appeal  was  taken  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  and  he  decided  that  it  was  an  error  to  commence  pension  under  said 
act  of  7une  27,  1890,  from  any  date  other  than  that  of  filing  declaration,  and  con- 
cludes his  decision  with  the  following  instructions: 

"The  claim  should  be  further  considered  to  determine  whether  from  the  evi- 
dence on  file  the  claimant's  disability  was  such  as  to  render  him  unable  to  earn  a 
support  by  manual  labor  at  the  date  he  filed  his  application.  If  it  was,  the  claim 
should  be  allowed  at  that  date,  otherwise  it  should  be  rejected  and  the  projier  steps 
taken  looking  to  dropping  his  name  from  the  roll.'' 

The  claim  was  therefore  further  considered,  and  it  having  been  determined  that 
claimant  was  (not)  disabled  in  a  pensionable  degree  at  date  of  filing  claim,  action 
was  inaugurated  in  accordance  with  the  Secretary's  decision  to  drop  the  pensioner's 
name  from  the  rolls;  but  as  it  was  satisfactorily  shown  that  claimant  was,  at  the 
time  of  said  action  and  subsequent  to  the  medical  examination  made  June  22,  1892, 
disabled  in  a  degree  entitling  him  to  a  pension  under  said  act,  it  was  decided,  as  a 
matter  of  justice  and  liberality,  to  continue  claimant's  name  on  the  rolls  although 
he  was  paid  from  a  date  prior  to  that  from  which  he  should  or  would  have  been 
paid  under  the  rule  laid  down  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  There  appears  now 
to  be  no  reason  for  further  consideration  of  the  matter. 
Very  respectfully, 

H.  Clay  Evans. 

After  receipt  of  this  communication  and  on  Julj^  13,  1901,  claimant 
filed  his  appeal,  insisting  that  his  pension  be  allowed  from  date  of  his 
application. 
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That  error  has  been  made  is  quite  evident. 

It  i8  not  easy  to  determine  by  what  principle  or  motive  the  Bureau 
was  actuated  in  refusing  to  obey  or  in  disregarding  the  mandate  of  the 
Department. 

The  plain  instruction  of  the  Department  was  either  to  allow  pension 
from  date  of  application  or  to  reject  it  altogether  and  take  steps  to 
drop  claimant's  name  from  the  roll. 

It  seems  that  the  Bureau  undertook  to  comply  with  the  instructions 
thus  given,  and  actually  notified  claimant  that  his  name  would  be 
dropped  unless  he  could  furnish  evidence  that  he  was  ratably  disabled 
at  date  of  his  application.  He  therefore  submitted  affidavits  to  the 
effect  that  he  was  disabled  at  date  of  filing  his  application  to  an  equal 
degree,  as  shown  by  the  medical  examination  in  June,  1892,  and  that 
he  had  been  so  disabled  ever  since  he  filed  his  application. 

It  appears  that  the  Bureau  was  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  so  filed 
did  not  show  a  ratable  disability  at  filing,  and,  contrary  to  the  direc- 
tion of  the  Secretary,  it  refused  to  drop  his  name  from  the  roll,  but 
continued  his  pension  from  date  of  the  last  medical  examination.  This 
action  was  manifest  error  of  law  and  disregard  of  departmental 
instructions. 

Presumably  this  action  of  the  Bureau  was  based  upon  the  saying 
clause  in  the  case  of  Carley,  heretofore  noted,  in  which  the  Depart- 
ment said: 

All  orders  or  nilingB  heretofore  made,  in  so  £ar  as  they  conflict  with  the  forgoing, 
are  overruled  and  set  aside,  but  it  is  not  intended  that  this  ruling  shall  be  retroac- 
tive, etc. 

This  exception  can  have  no  application  to  the  case  at  bar,  not 
because  (as  stated  in  the  communication  of  Assistant  Secretary 
Reynolds  of  date  February  9,  1895)  the  evidence  fails  to  show  a 
ratable  disability  at  date  when  pension  was  allowed  or  from  the 
date  when  the  medical  certificate  showed  a  mtable  disability,  but 
because  this  case  was  before  the  Department  on  an  appeal  from 
the  Bureau  and  the  whole  of  the  complaint  in  the  appeal  was  that 
the  Bureau  had  allowed  pension  only  from  date  of  a  medical  exam- 
ination, when  it  should  have  allowed  it  from  date  of  application. 
In  other  words,  the  action  of  the  Bureau  had  not  become  final  when 
the  departmental  decision  in  the  Carley  case  was  promulgated,  but  was 
pending  on  an  appeal  filed  May  26,  1893,  nearly  three  months  prior 
to  the  decision  in  that  case.  It  follows  that  the  only  correct  action 
of  the  Bureau  was  either  to  allow  pension  from  date  of  the  application 
or  not  at  all,  and  in  the  latter  event,  pension  having  been  erroneously 
allowed  from  a  date  subsequent  to  the  filing  of  the  application,  it  was 
incumbent  upon  the  Bureau,  both  by  the  plain  letter  of  the  law  as 
well  as  the  plain  mandate  of  the  Department,  to  drop  his  name  from 
the  roll.  This  being  so,  the  province  of  the  Department  in  considering 
this  appeal  is  to  determine  which  of  these  actions  shall  be  directed. 
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The  Department  has  no  hesitancy  in  saying  that  the  error  consisted 
in  refusing  to  allow  his  pension  from  date  of  filing  his  application,  for 
the  following  reasons: 

Claimant,  in  support  of  his  application,  filed  the  aflidavits  of  two 
lay  witnesses  and  one  physician  to  the  effect  that  he  was  from  one-half 
to  three-fourths  disabled  from  rheumatism  and  catarrh  of  head  for 
performance  of  manual  labor. 

Thereupon  the  Bureau  ordered  claimant  before  a  medical  board  for 
examination.  That  board,  May  13,  1891,  certified  to  no  evidence  of 
rheumatism  and  to  a  degree  of  disability  from  catarrh,  entitling  him 
only  to  a  four-eighteenths  rating,  which  is  not  a  ratable  degree  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  his  claim  was  accordingly  rejected. 

The  claimant  thereupon  in  effect  said  to  the  Bureau  that  the  medical 
board  had  not  done  its  duty;  had  not  treated  him  fairly  nor  correctly 
described  his  disabilities,  and  he  asked  that  he  be  ordered  before  a 
different  medical  board. 

The  Bureau  then  reopened  the  case  and  ordered  him  examined  by 
another  board  of  surgeons,  as  requested  by  claimant. 

This  action  of  the  Bureau  could  not  be  warranted  or  justified  upon 
any  principle  or  hypothesis  than  that  asserted  by  claimant,  to  wit,  that 
the  certificate  of  the  first  board  was  not  correct;  that  it  did  not  cor- 
rectly describe  his  disabilities. 

It  could  only  mean  that  if  he  could  show  by  another  examination 
that  he  was  i-atably  disabled  his  claim  would  bo  allowed  provided  the 
examination  and  certificate  were  reasonable  and  satisfactory-  to  the 
Bureau;  otherwise  the  claim  should  not  have  been  reopened  nor  another 
examination  ordered. 

This  examination  was  made  June  22,  1892,  and  clearly  showed  that 
the  claimant  was  pensionably  disabled;  it  corrobomted  the  affidavits 
filed  by  him  and  appears  to  have  been  satisfactory  to  the  Bureau;  it 
therefore  established  his  right  to  pension  on  the  evidence  presented, 
and  that  pension  could  only  be  allowed  under  the  law  and  rulings  of 
the  Department,  from  the  date  of  the  application,  to  wit,  August 
19,  1890. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  in  refusing  to  allow  pension  from  date  of 
application  is  reversed. 

DISIiOYALiTY-JOrVT  RESOL.UTIOX  OF  .TUL.Y  1,  10O«— SECTION  4716,  II.  S.— 
CONSTRUCTIOX  OF  STATUTES-RETROSPECTIVE  I^AWS. 

John  Enfinger. 

The  claimant  was  granted  a  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  on  December  2, 
1892,  which  he  drew  until  March  30,  189(5,  when  his  name  was  dropi)e<l  from  the 
rolls  on  the  ground  of  disloyalty;  on  July  31,  1902,  ho  filed  a  claim  for  restora- 
tion to  the  rolls  under  said  act,  and  was  granted  a  pension  to  date  from  the  filing 
of  said  claim;  appeal  was  filed  in  which  it  is  contended  that  he  should  have 
l>een  granted  a  pension  from  the  date  ho  was  droi)i)ed  from  the  rolls  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  setting  up  the  joint  resolution  api)roved  July  1,  1902. 
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Hdd:  That  the  joint  resolution  of  July  1,  1902,  is  not  a  granting  act,  but  merely 
removes  the  bar  to  payment  of  money  on  account  of  pension  raised  by  section 
4716,  Revised  Statutes,  and  that  upon  the  removal  of  said  bar  claimant  had  title 
to  restoration  to  the  rolls  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890;  there 
is  no  authority  of  law  in  this  case  for  commencing  pension  from  any  other  date 
than  from  the  date  of  filing  the  declaration  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  L.  Campbell  to  the  Comraissioner  of  Pensions, 

March  16,  1903. 

John  Enfinger,  formerly  private,  Company  E,  Second  Florida  Vol- 
unteer Cavalry,  was  granted  a  pension  of  J12  per  month,  on  December 
2,  1892,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  to  date  from  July  24,  1890; 
this  pension  he  drew  until  May  4,  1895,  when  the  rating  granted  him 
was  reduced  to  $8  per  month;  he  drew  this  latter  pension  until  March 
30,  1896,  when  his  name  was  dropped  from  the  rolls  on  the  ground 
that  prior  to  his  service  in  the  Army  of  the  United  States  he  volun- 
tarily engaged  in  or  aided  or  abetted  the  rebellion,  and  was  thus  barred 
from  receiving  money  on  account  of  the  pension  granted. 

On  July  31,  1902,  the  former  pensioner  filed  a  claim  for  restoration 
to  the  rolls  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  setting  up  in  his  declaration 
the  joint  resolution  approved  July  1,  1902. 

Under  the  above  claim  he  was  granted  a  pension  of  $8  per  month, 
which  was  made  to  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  the  same. 

November  29,  1902,  the  claimant,  by  his  attorneys,  filed  an  appeal 
to  the  Department,  contending,  in  effect,  that  under  the  provisions  of 
the  joint  resolution  approved  July  1,  1902,  his  name  should  have  been 
restored  to  the  rolls  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  from  the  date  it 
was  dropped  therefrom. 

The  issue  raised  by  this  appeal  is  whether  the  intent  of  Congress, 
as  expressed  in  the  joint  resolution  approved  July  1,  1902,  is  that  a 
claimant  who  had  been  dropped  from  the  rolls  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  because  of  disloyalty,  should  be  restored  to  said,  rolls  from  the 
date  of  such  dropping,  or  should  be  granted  a  pension  dating  from  a 
declaration  filed  after  the  passage  of  said  resolution. 

The  joint  resolution  approved  July  1,  1902,  is  in  part  as  follows: 

Joint  reiK>lQtlon  construing  the  act  approved  Juno  twenty-seventh,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety, 
entitled  *'An  act  granting  i>cn!)ion8  to  soldiers  and  sallorM  wlio  are  incapacitated  for  the  perform- 
ance of  manual  labor,  and  providing  pensiouH  to  widows,  minor  children,  and  dependent  parents, 
and  for  other  purposes." 

*  *  *  That  the  act  approved  June  twenty-seventh,  eighteen  hundred  and 
ninety,  entitletl  **An  act  granting  pen.«i()ns  to  Boldiers  and  gailors  who  are  incapaci- 
tated for  the  performance  of  manual  labor,  and  providing  for  i)en8ion8  to  widows, 
minor  children,  and  dependent  parents,"  is  construe<l  and  held  to  include  all  persons 
and  the  widows  and  minor  children  of  all  deceased  j)er8ons,  subject  to  the  limitation? 
of  said  act,  who  served  ninety  days  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United 
States  during  the  late  war  of  the  rel)ellion,  and  who  have  been  honorably  discharged 
therefrom,  and  section  forty-^even  hundred  and  sixteen,  Revised  Statutes,  United 
States,  is  amended  accordingly: 

Provided,  hmiever,  That  the  foregoing  shall  not  apply  to  those  who  served  in  the 
First,  Second,  Third,  Fourth,  Fifth,  and  Sixth  Regiments  United  States  Volunteer 
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Infantry,  who  had  a  prior  service  in  the  Confederate  army  or  navy  and  who  enlisted 
in  said  regimente  while  confined  as  prisoners  of  war  nnder  astipulation  that  they  were 
not  to  be  pensionable  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  nor  to  those  who,  ha\nng 
had  such  prior  service,  enlisted  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United  States 
after  the  first  day  of  January,  eighteen  himdred  and  sixty-five. 

There  is  a  second  section  to  the  joint  resohition,  but  it  is  not  material 
to  the  purposes  of  this  inquiry  and  need  not  ]>c  here  considered. 

The  proviso  to  the  first  section,  above  set  forth,  merely  singles  out 
soldiers,  who  under  certain  conditions  shall  not  come  within  the  pro- 
vision of  the  resolution,  and  who  shall  continue  to  be  held  barred  from 
receiving  money  on  account  of  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  in  accordance  with  the  prohibition  contained  in  sec- 
tion 4716,  Revised  Statutes. 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  section  of  the  joint  resolution  under  con- 
sideration contains  no  grant  of  pension.  By  its  title  and  enacting 
clause  the  resolution  refera  onh'  to  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  A  very 
pertinent  inquiry  just  at  this  point  is  whether  the  act  of  June  27, 1890, 
is  an  existing  law.  In  other  words,  has  it  been  repealed  by  any  sub- 
sequent legislation?  An  examination  of  the  various  acts  of  Congress 
in  reference  to  pensions  fails  to  show  that  any  portion  of  said  act  has 
been  expressly  repealed,  nor  does  it  appear  that  said  act  has  ever  been 
repealed  by  necessary  implication. 

On  May  9,  1900,  an  act  of  Congress  was  approved  in  which  sections 
2  and  3  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  were  reenacted,  with  certain 
changes.  This  act  in  its  title  and  enacting  (clause  purported  to  be  an 
amendment  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  has  been  so  treated  by 
the  Department.     See  case  of  Emma  J.  Hallett  (18  P.  D.,  31). 

In  Potter's  Dwarris  on  Statutes  and  Constitutions,  page  154,  note  4, 
the  following  appears: 

A  statute  can  lye  repealed  only  by  an  express  provision  of  a  subsequent  law  or  by 
necessary  impliciition.  To  repeal  a  statute  by  implication  there  must  l>e  such  a  pos- 
itive repu^ancy  between  the  provinions  of  the  new  law  and  the  old  that  they  can 
not  stand  toj^ther  or  be  consistently  reconciled.     (McCool  v.  8mith,  1  Black.,  459; 

Wood  V.  United  States,  16  Pet,  :W2;  Hartford  r.  Unittnl  States,  8  Cranch.,  109. 
»    «    » 

In  McCool  V.  Smith  (1  Black.,  U.  S.,  470)  Justice  Swayne  said:  **A  repeal  by 
implication  is  not  favored.  The  leaning  of  the  courts  is  against  the  doctrine  if  it  be 
possible  to  reconcile  the  two  acts  of  the  legislature  together."  Where  a  late  statute 
is  absolutely  repugnant  to  a  former  one  only  in  part,  it  re{>cals  the  former  only  so 
far  as  the  repugnancy  extends  and  leaves  all  the  remainder  in  force.  (See  also  note 
6  on  p.  155,  same  work. ) 

In  the  case  of  Wood  v.  United  States  (16  Pet.,  342-363),  the  court 
said: 

The  question  then  arises  whether  the  sixty-sixth  section  of  the  act  of  1799,  chapter 
128,  has  been  repealed  or  whether  it  remains  in  full  force.  That  it  has  not  been  ex- 
pressly, or  by  direct  terms,  rei)eale<l,  is  admittetl;  and  the  question  n»solvos  itself  into 
the  narrow  inquiry,  whether  it  has  l>een  repealed  by  necessary  implication.    We  say 
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by  necessary  implicatioD,  for  it  is  not  sufficient  to  establish  that  subsequent  laws  cover 
some,  or  even  all,  of  the  cases  provided  for  by  it;  for  they  may  be  merely  affirmative, 
or  cumulative,  or  auxiliary.  But  there  must  be  a  positive  repugnancy  between  the 
provisions  of  the  new  law  and  those  of  the  old,  and  even  the  old  law  is  repealed  by 
implication  only  pro  tanto,  to  the  extent  of  the  repugnancy. 

An  act  which  gives  cumulative  and  not  inconsistent  remedies,  and  especially  one 
which  embraces  cases  not  covered  by  former  legislation,  does  not  repeal  prior  statutes 
on  the  same  subject-matter.    ( Sedgwick  on  Constm.  of  Stat  and  Const  Law,  p.  100,  n. ) 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  The  City  of  Galena  t;.  Amy 
(5  Wall.,  706),  say: 

Repeal  by  implication,  when  the  prior  and  the  later  acts  can  consistently  stand 
together,  is  never  admitted. 

And  in  the  case  of  Henderson's  Tobacco  (11  Wall.,  U.  S.,  652): 

Where  the  powers  or  directions  under  several  acts  are  such  as  may  well  subsist 
together,  an  implication  of  repeal  can  not  be  allowed. 

Also,  in  Stat«  v.  Stall  (17  Wall.,  U.  S.,  425): 

It  must  appear  that  the  latter  provision  is  certainly  and  clearly  in  hostility  to  the 
former.  If  by  any  reasonable  construction  the  two  statutes  can  stand  together  they 
must  so  stand. 

And  to  the  same  decided  effect  are  the  following  cases:  Arthur  v. 
Horner  (96  U.  S.,  137);  United  States  v.  Claflin  (97  U.  S.,  546);  Red 
Rock^^  Henry  (106  U.  S.,  596);  Chew  Heong  ^.  United  States  (112 
U.  S.,  536);  Chicago,  Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul  Ry.  Co.  v.  United 
States  (127  U.  S.,  406);  United  States  v.  Ranlett  (172  U.  S.,  133). 

The  acts  of  May  9,  1900,  and  of  June  27,  1890,  are  not  repugnant. 
They  are  in  pari  materia,  and  must  be  considered  as  a  part  of  one  sys- 
tem or  code.  Indeed,  a  claimant  whose  declaration  was  filed  at  any 
time  prior  to  May  9,  1900,  must  perforce  have  title,  if  at  all,  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  if  his  claim  was  filed  under  said  act.  The 
two  laws  are  cumulative  and  auxiliary,  and  are  not  in  any  degree  in 
hostility  to  each  other. 

It  follows,  then,  that  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  is  now,  and  was  when 
the  joint  resolution  in  question  was  passed,  a  subsisting  statute,  hav- 
ing full  moving  force  and  effect  in  its  operation  upon  claims  filed 
under  it. 

The  joint  resolution  in  question  does  not  in  any  way  amend  or  change 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  It  will  be  found,  upon  comparison,  that  the 
resolution  and  act  apply  to  the  same  persons,  and  that  the  words  imme- 
diately following — 'Ss  held  and  construed  to  include" — in  the  resolu- 
tion are  but  a  reannouncement  of  pensionable  persons  and  conditions 
which  are  set  out  at  large  in  the  act.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  Congress 
did  not  construe  the  act  of  June  27, 1890.  A  restatement  of  its  terms 
in  the  resolution  has  the  effect  of  making  the  latter  in  so  far,  if  the 
term  might  be  used,  a  redeclaratory  statute. 

A  resort  tx)  the  practice  of  the  Pension  Bureau  and  a  review  of  the 
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holdings  of  this  Department  regarding  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and 
the  application  thereto  of  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes,  will  throw 
much  light  on  the  intention  of  Congress  in  passing  the  joint  resolution 
in  question. 

On  December  16, 1890,  the  then  Commissioner  of  Pensions  addressed 
a  letter  to  the  honorable  Secretar}'  of  the  Interior,  in  which  the  ques- 
tion was  asked  whether  a  soldier  applicant  for  pension  under  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  who  had  voluntary  Confederate  service  prior  to  his 
enlistment  in  the  Army  of  the  United  States  was  pensionable,  notwith- 
standing section  4716,  Revised  Statutes?  On  the  same  day  the  Secre- 
tary replied,  stating  that  in  his  opinion  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes, 
had  no  application  to  claims  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  (Case  of 
George  M.  Coffey,  4  P.  D.,  285.) 

From  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  until  May^ 
19,  1894,  all  claimants  who  could  establish  the  essentials  of  pension- 
able title  thereunder,  that  is,  who  served  ninety  or  more  days  in  the 
military  service  of  the  United  States  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion, 
who  were  honorably  discharged  therefrom,  and  who  were  incapacitated 
for  earning  a  support  by  manual  labor,  which  incapacity  was  not  due 
to  their  own  vicious  habits,  were  pensionable  under  said  act.  On  the 
latter  date  the  Department  held  that  the  provisions  of  section  4716, 
Revised  Statutes,  prohibited  the  payment  of  pension  to  a  claimant  who 
in  any  manner  voluntarily  engaged  in  or  aided  or  abetted  the  rebellion 
against  the  authority  of  the  United  States.  (See  case  of  Sarah  H. 
Ozborn,  7P.  D.,  317.) 

From  time  to  time  this  question  was  pressed  to  the  attention  of  the 
Department,  and  in  1897  an  opinion  was  rendered  fully  reviewing  the 
cases  which  had  been  passed  upon  and  sustaining  the  decision  reached 
in  the  Ozborn  case,  supra.  (See  case  of  George  W.  Gilbert,  9  P.  D., 
279.) 

May  10,  1899,  the  then  Commissioner  of  Pensions  addressed  a  com- 
munication to  the  honorable  Secretary  of  the  Interior  expressing  the 
opinion  that  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes,  did  not  apply  to  claims 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  suggesting  that  departmental 
decisions  to  the  contrary  be  overruled.  This  communication  was 
referred  to  the  Assistant  Attome^^-General  for  the  Department,  who 
replied  on  May  17,  1899,  stating  that  the  opinion  in  the  case  of  George 
W.  Gilbert,  supra,  correctly  presented  the  law  and  he  recommended 
that  said  decision  be  sustained.  (See  case  of  Calvan  Shinnaugh,  10 
P.  D.,  210.) 

Subsequently,  on  May  1,  1900,  the  United  States  circuit  court  of 
appeals,  fourth  circuit,  in  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  William 
Hampton  (101  Fed.  Rep.,  417),  had  the  issue  whether  the  prohibition 
contained  in  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes,  was  applicable  to  a  pension 
claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  before  it,  and  decided  that  the 
said  act  was  subject  to  the  prohibition. 
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Then  followed  the  passage  by  Congress  of  the  joint  resolution  in 
question  in  this  case. 

Turning  to  the  language  of  the  resolution,  we  find  that  Congress 
has  said  that  when  the  words  "all  persons"  were  used  in  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  it  was  intended  that  all  persons  were  to  be  included 
who  came  within  the  terms  of  said  act.  If  the  resolution  had  ended 
at  the  point  where  its  restatement  of  the  conditions  of  pensionable 
title  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  was  concluded,  it  is  manifest  that 
no  change  in  the  practice  of  the  Bureau  or  the  holdings  of  the  Depart- 
ment would  have  been  warranted.  But  the  resolution  concludes  as 
follows:  "and  section  forty-seven  hundred  and  sixteen,  Revised  Stat- 
utes of  the  United  States,  is  amended  accordingly." 

Section  4716,  Revised  Statutes,  is  as  follows: 

No  money  on  account  of  pension  shall  he  paid  to  any  person,  or  to  the  widow, 
children,  or  heirs  of  any  deceased  person,  who  in  any  manner  voluntarily  en^i^aged 
in,  or  aided  or  abetted,  the  late  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the  United  States. 

The  above  section  was  not  amended  by  the  statement  contained  in  the 
joint  resolution.  Not  a  word  in  said  section  is  changed,  and  it  stands 
just  as  it  did  before — a  prohibition  or  bar  to  the  payment  of  pensions 
to  persons  who  come  within  its  terms.  In  the  statement,  "and  section 
forty-seven  hundred  and  sixteen.  Revised  Statutes  United  States,  is 
amended  accordingly,"  Congress  meant  that  in  claims  under  the  act  of 
June  27, 1890,  all  persons,  within  the  limitations  of  said  act,  should  be 
pensionable,  notwithstanding  the  prohibition  contained  in  said  section. 

An  examination  of  statutes  in  pari  materia  may  be  resorted  to  in 
order  to  arrive  at  the  meaning  contained  in  the  words  used  by  Con- 
gress in  the  resolution.  (Sutherland  on  Statutory  Construction,  pars. 
283  and  284.) 

On  March  3, 1877,  the  following  act  of  Congress  was  approved: 

That  the  law  prohibiting  the  payment  of  any  money  on  account  of  pensions  to  any 
person,  or  to  the  widow,  children,  or  heirs  of  any  deceased  person,  who  in  any  man- 
ner engaged  in  or  aided  or  abetted  the  late  re))ellion  against  the  authority  of  the 
United  States  shall  not  be  construed  to  apply  to  such  person  as  afterwards  volun- 
tarily enlisted  in  the  Army  of  the  United  States,  and  who,  while  in  such  service, 
incurred  disability  from  a  wound  or  injury  received  or  disease  contracted  in  the  line 
of  duty. 

Under  the  above  act  claimants  otherwise  entitled  were  granted  pen- 
sions from  the  date  of  filing  their  claims  under  the  general  law  with- 
out regard  to  whether  the  declaration  was  filed  before  or  after  its 
passage.  It  is  worthy  of  notice  that  the  title  of  the  act  of  March  3, 
1877,  is  as  follows: 

An  act  amending  the  pension  law  po  as  to  remove  the  disability  of  those  who,  hav- 
ing participated  in  the  rebellion,  have,  since  its  termination,  enlisted  in  the  Army  of 
the  United  States  and  become  dinabled. 

On  August  1,  1892,  Congress  passed  an  act  amending  the  act  of 
March  3, 1877,  repeating  the  above  title,  so  as  to  include  persons  who 


254  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   PENSIONS. 

served  in  the  Navy  of  the  United  States,  there  being  no  change  in  the 
amending  act  except  the  insertion  of  the  words  ''either  in  the  Navy 
or.'*  So  far  as  the  Department  is  inforaied,  no  question  was  ever 
raised  that  claimants  who  served  in  the  Navy  without  regard  to  the 
date  they  filed  their  claims  were  entitled  to  pension  from  date  of  such 
filing,  on  the  passage  of  the  above  act,  if  the  other  essentials  to  title 
were  present,  or  were  proved  to  have  existed  at  the  date  of  filing  claim. 
In  an  act  granting  pensions  to  soldiers  in  certain  Indian  wars, 
approved  July  27,  1892,  the  following  language  was  used: 

That  Bection  forty-seven  hundred  and  sixteen  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  is  hereby 
repealed  so  far  as  the  same  relates  to  this  act  or  pensioners  under  this  act 

The  same  language  as  the  above  was  used  in  an  act  approved  Janu- 
ary 29,  1887,  with  reference  to  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes,  and 
also  in  an  act  approved  April  18,  1900. 

In  an  act  approved  March  9,  1878,  the  following  language  is  used: 

*  *  *  And  section  forty-seven  hundred  and  sixteen  of  the  Revised  Statutes  shall 
not  apply  to  the  persons  provided  for  by  this  act. 

It  will  be  noted  that  Congress  has  used  the  words,  ''shall  not  be 
construed  to  apply;"  "is  hereby  reiKjaled;"  and  "shall  not  apply,"  in 
speaking  of  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes,  and  its  application  to 
various  pension  laws.  In  the  resolution  Congress  used  the  words, 
"amended  accordingly." 

If  the  meaning  of  a  statute  is  clear — if  the  intent  of  the  lawmaking 
power  can  be  gained  from  the  words  used — it  is  immaterial  what  lan- 
guage was  used,  or  that  more  direct  and  explicit  language  might  have 
been  used  to  express  the  same  intent.  The  fundamental  ^ing  is, 
What  was  the  intent  as  expressed  by  the  language)! 

In  the  case  of  Stockdale  v.  Insurance  Companies  (20  Wall.,  323-332), 
the  Supreme  Court  say: 

It  is  undoubtedly  true  that  in  our  system  of  government  the  lawmaking  power  is 
vested  in  Congress,  and  the  power  to  construe  laws  in  the  course  of  their  administra- 
tion between  citizens  in  the  courts.  And  it  may  be  conceded  that  Congress  can  not, 
under  cover  of  giving  a  construction  to  an  existing  or  an  expired  statute,  invade  pri- 
vate rights,  with  which  it  could  not  interfere  by  a  new  or  afiirmative  statute.  But 
where  it  can  exercise  a  power  by  passing  a  new  statute,  which  may  be  retroactive  in 
its  effect,  the  form  of  words  it  uses,  to  put  this  power  in  operation,  can  not  l)e  mate- 
rial, if  the  purpose  is  clear,  and  that  purpose  is  within  the  power.  Congress  could 
have  passed  a  law  to  reimpose  this  tax  retrospectively,  to  revive  the  sections  under 
consideration  if  they  had  expired,  to  reenact  the  law  by  simple  reference  to  the  sec- 
tions. Has  it  done  anything  more?  Has  it  intended  to  do  anything  more?  Are  we 
captiously  to  construe  the  use  of  the  word  "construe''  as  an  invasion  of  the  judicial 
function  where  the  effect  of  the  statute  and  the  purpose  of  the  statute  are  clearly 
within  the  l^slative  function? 

See  also  Potter's  Dwarris  on  Stat,  and  Const.  Law,  page  15,  n. 
Congress  undoubtedly  had  power  to  pass  a  new  pension  statute  on 
July  1, 1902,  or  at  any  other  time,  which  would  be  retroactive  in  its 
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effect,  or  to  remove  any  bar  which  might  stand  in  the  way  of  any 
claimant  receiving  money  on  account  of  pension  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890. 

In  the  case  of  United  States  v.  Teller  (107  U.  S.,  64-68),  the 
court  say: 

Pensions  are  bounties  of  the  Government,  which  Congress  has  the  right  to  give, 
withhold,  distribute,  or  recall  at  its  discretion. 

What  more  has  Congress  done  by  the  joint  resolution  under  con- 
sideration than  to  remove  the  bar  to  receiving  money  on  account  of 
pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  was  raised  by  section 
4716,  Revised  Statutes?  It  can  not  be  gained  from  the  language  used 
that  Congress  intended  that  the  prohibition  of  section  4716,  Revised 
Statutes,  should  stand  until  July  1,  1902,  and  then  be  removed.  The 
only  conclusion  that  is  warranted  from  the  language  used  is,  that  in 
claims  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes, 
shall  not  apply,  just  as  was  held  by  the  Bureau  in  cases  arising  under 
the  acts  of  1877  and  1892,  above  referred  to. 

The  question  of  the  effect  of  the  acts  of  March  3,  1877,  and  August 
1,  1892,  on  claims  filed  before  their  passage,  has  never,  so  far  as  has 
been  ascertained,  been  before  the  Department  for  decision  on  that 
issue.  It  is  true  that  in  the  case  of  Andrew  J.  Passons  (8  P.  D.,  416), 
it  was  stated  that  the  act  of  August  1,  1892,  was  not  retroactive,  but 
an  examination  of  the  issue  raised  on  appeal  clearly  discloses  that  such 
issue  was  whether  a  widow  could  revive  a  claim  which  had  been 
rejected  before  the  death  of  her  husband,  he  having  no  ground  of 
appeal  during  his  lifetime.  The  right  of  a  widow  under  the  law  is 
to  complete  a  pending  claim,  and  as  the  claim  of  her  husband  had  been 
rejected  on  then  tenable  grounds,  and  relief  was  not  granted  by  act  of 
Congress  until  four  years  after  his  death,  his  claim  was  not  pending 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  which  gives  her  the  right  to  appear 
before  the  Pension  Bureau  to  complete  it.  That  was  all  that  should 
have  been  said  in  the  opinion,  the  issue  being  satisfied  at  that  point. 
It  follows,  then,  that  all  that  was  said  in  the  opinion  about  the  retro- 
active effect  of  the  act  of  August  1,  1892,  was  the  merest  dictum,  and 
not  to  be  given  any  controlling  weight  in  future  cases  that  might  arise 
under  said  act. 

The  resolution  in  itself  makes  no  provision  for  pension,  nor  does  it 
provide  any  means  by  which  a  pension  may  be  procured.  It  does 
declare  that  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  "is  held  and  construed  to  include 
all  persons  and  the  widows  and  minor  children  of  all  deceased  persons, 
subject  to  the  limitations  of  said  act,"  which  could  mean  no  other  than 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  One  of  the  limitations  of  said  act  is  that 
pension  shall  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  the  application  in  the 
Pension  Office  after  its  passage.  If  a  new  declaration  is  required  after 
the  passage  of  the  joint  resolution  from  the  date  of  filing  of  which 
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pension  shall  be  made  to  commence,  what  shall  such  declaration  con- 
tain ?  The  resolution  expresses  no  terms  in  which  it  may  be  couched, 
and  as  the  resolution  refers  only  to  the  act  and  is  subject  to  it«  limita- 
tions, it  is  manifest  that  a  declaration  could  contain  only  the  essentials 
required  by  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  This  claimant  has  a  declaration 
on  file  under  said  act.  Where  in  the  resolution  or  the  act  is  there  a 
requirement,  expressed  or  implied,  that  a  claimant  should  file  two  dec- 
larations making  the  same  allegations? 

Did  Congress  intend  by  the  resolution  to  change  conditions  of  title 
to  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890?  No  such  intention  can  l>e 
gained  from  the  language  used.  Counsel  in  their  appeal  have  disi^ussed 
at  some  length  the  question  of  the  retroactive  effect  of  the  joint  resolu- 
tion. In  a  certain  sense  it  ma}^  have  a  retroactive  aspect,  and  while  Con- 
gress clearly  has  the  power  to  pass  a  statute  regarding  pensions  having  a 
retroactive  effect  (Sedgwick  on  Stat.  Constr.,  par.  202;  Black's  Const. 
Law,  chap.  22;  United  States  v.  Teller,  107  U.  S.,  64),  yet  if  the  reso- 
lution simply  removes  a  bar  to  the  payment  of  money  on  account  of 
pension,  the  effect  is  to  place  this  claimant  in  the  same  position,  as 
regards  his  title  to  pension,  that  he  was  in  at  the  date  he  was  dropjxjd 
from  the  rolls,  with  the  prohibition  or  bar  removed. 

This  point  maj^  be  illustrated  by  a  reference  to  the  acts  of  Congress 
with  regard  to  desertion.  (See  acts  of  August  7,  1882,  July  5,  1884, 
May  17, 1886,  and  March  2, 1889.)  At  the  dates  of  the  passage  of  the 
above  acts  certain  soldiers  had  filed  claims  for  pension  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  general  law,  which  claims  were  rejected  by  the  Bureau 
on  the  showing  from  the  records  of  the  War  Department  that  they 
stood  marked  as  deserters.  Not  having  been  discharged  from  the 
service  they  had  no  title  to  pension.  After  the  passage  of  the  above- 
mentioned  acts  the  claimants  went  to  the  War  Department  with  their 
proof,  and  in  man^'^  cases  the  charges  of  desertion  were  removed  as  of 
certain  dates,  and  thereupon  they  prosecuted  in  the  Pension  Bureau 
their  original  claims,  filed  long  before  the  passage  of  said  acts,  to  a 
successful  issue. 

The  analogy  between  a  claimant  who  was  barred  from  pension  under 
the  general  law  because  of  desertion,  and  one  who  was  barred  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  because  of  dislo^'alty,  is  striking.  It  could 
not  be  held  that  a  statute  removing  the  bar  of  desertion  was  a  retro- 
active pension  statute,  any  more  than  the  joint  resolution  could  be 
considered  as  making  pensionable  title  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890, 
retroactive.  This  claimant's  title  was  complete  so  far  as  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  was  concerned,  when  he  was  dropped  from  the  rolls 
on  the  grounds  of  disloyalty.  When  his  dislo^'alty  was  no  longer  a 
bar  to  the  payment  of  money  on  account  of  his  pension,  his  title  was 
the  same  as  before,  except  that  he  had  a  legal  right  to  receive  the 
money  on  account  of  such  pension. 
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Suppose  that  the  joint  resolution  in  question  had  repealed  section 
4710,  Revised  Statutes,  outright.  The  section  being  a  geneml  prohi- 
bition against  the  payment  of  money  on  account  of  pension  to  any 
person  who  voluntarily  engaged  in  or  aided  or  abetted  the  rebellion 
against  the  authority  of  the  United  States,  could  there  be  any  doubt 
that  on  its  repeal  all  claimants,  no  matter  under  what  law  they  had 
filed  their  claims  and  without  regard  to  the  date  of  filing  the  same,  if 
the  only  bar  to  the  admission  of  their  claim  was  said  section,  would 
be  entitled  to  pension  from  the  date  of  filing,  provided,  of  course,  that 
the  law  under  which  they  filed  contained  such  a  provision  ?  Is  there 
any  essential  difference  between  a  repealing  statute  and  one  which 
declares  that  the  bar  shall  no  longer  apply  to  claimants  under  a  cer- 
tain act?  So  far  as  that  act  is  concerned  the  law  raising  the  bar  is  to 
all  intents  and  purposes  repealed.  At  all  events,  it  no  longer  stands 
as  ^  bar,  and  if  a  claimant's  title  was  complete  in  all  other  respects, 
the  removal  of  the  bar  clearly  has  the  effect  of  restoring  him  to  his 
original  status  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  if  his  claim  was  under 
said  act — that  of  a  claimant  entitled  to  pension  from  the  date  of  filing 
his  claim  under  that  act. 

In  1836  a  similar  question  to  the  one  under  consideration  in  this 
case  was  before  the  Attorney-General  of  the  United  States  for  his 
opinion. 

On  January  25,  1828,  an  act  was  approved  containing  the  following 

provision: 

That  no  money  hereafter  appropriated  shall  be  paid  to  any  person,  for  his  com- 
pensation, who  is  in  arrears  to  the  United  States  until  such  person  shall  have  accounted 
for  and  paid  into  the  Treasury  all  sums  for  which  he  may  be  liable.    *    ♦    * 

Under  the  above  act  it  was  held  that  a  pensioner  who  was  in  arrears 
to  the  United  States  should  not  receive  his  pension  money  until  such 
arrears  were  fully  accounted  for. 

On  May  20,  1836,  Congress  passed  the  following  act: 

That  the  act  entitled  "  An  act  to  prevent  defalcation  on  the  part  of  the  disbursing 
agents  of  the  Government,  and  for  other  purposes,"  approved  the  25th  of  January, 
1S28,  shall  not  be  construed  to  authorize  the  pension  of  any  pensioner  of  the  United 
States  to  be  withheld.  • 

Some  doubt  as  to  the  effect  of  this  law  upon  moneys  that  had  been 
withheld  from  pensioners  from  the  date  of  the  approval  of  the  act  in 
1828  up  to  the  passage  of  the  above  act — that  is,  whether  moneys  that 
had  been  withheld  during  said  period  should  now  be  repaid  to  the 
pensioners,  or  if  they  should  receive  their  pension  commencing  from 
the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  last-named  act — arose  in  the  adjudication 
of  claims  in  the  Pension  Bureau,  and  the  matter  was  referred  to  the 
Attorney -General,  who  on  June  27, 1836,  rendered  the  following  opin- 
ion (Op.  Atty.  Gen.,  vol.  3,  135): 

It  appears  from  the  communication  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  inclosed  in 
your  letter  of  the  25th  instant,  that  doubts  have  arisen  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  act 

P.  D.— VOL.  13—02 17 


258  DECISIONS   BELATIKG   TO   PENSIONS. 

of  the  20th  of  May,  1836,  explanatory  of  the  act  entitled  "An  act  to  prevent  defal- 
cations on  the  part  of  the  disbursing  agents  of  the  Government,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses," and  that  my  opinion  is  therefore  desired  on  the  following  questions:  ** Shall 
the  amount  heretofore  withheld  from  a  pensioner  under  the  act  of  the  25th  of  Janu- 
ary, 1828,  be  refunded?  And  if  not,  at  what  time  shall  the  explanatory  act  take 
effect?" 

In  answer  to  these  inquiries  I  have  the  honor  to  state  that  in  my  opinion  the 
intention  of  Congress  in  enacting  the  explanatory  law  of  the  20th  of  May,  1836,  was 
to  place  the  claims  and  rights  of  pensioners  on  precisely  the  same  footing  as  if  the 
act  "to  prevent  defalcation,  etc.,"  had  never  been  passeil,  and  consequently  that 
all  moneys  due  to  pensioners  which  have  been  and  yet  are  withheld  under  the 
construction  heretofore  given  under  that  law,  and  for  that  reason  only,  ought  to  be 
refunded  to  them.  The  explanatory  law  takes  effect  from  its  date;  but  its  operation, 
in  respect  above  mentioned,  is  in  some  sense  retrospective. 

No  comment  is  necessary  on  the  above  case,  as  its  application  to  the 
question  raised  by  the  appeal  in  this  case  is  clear.  The  joint  resolu- 
tion approved  July  1, 1902,  takes  effect  from  its  date,  but  its  operation 
is  in  some  sense  retrospective.  The  said  resolution  places  those  who 
have  been  claimants  or  pensioners  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
June  27, 1890,  on  precisely  the  same  footing  as  if  section  4716,  Revised 
Statutes,  had  never  been  passed. 

It  is  true  Congress  has  used  the  words  **  and  section  forty -seven  hun- 
dred and  sixteen,  Revised  Statutes  United  States,  is  amended  accord- 
ingl3\"  Certainly  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  was  not  amended  by  that 
language,  and  if  it  were  to  be  held  that  the  effect  waS  to  amend  section 
4716,  Revised  Statutes,  it  would  only  be  so  amended  that  it  should  no 
longer  stand  as  a  bar  to  the  payment  of  pension  to  "all  persons"  who 
come  within  the  terms  of  the  act.  In  any  view  that  may  be  taken  of 
the  language  used  the  intent  is  found  to  be  ever  the  same — the  removal 
of  the  bar  raised  by  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes.  The  language  of 
the  resolution  in  question,  read  in  the  light  of  statutes  in  pari  matena 
and  in  view  (Jf  the  object  to  be  attained  by  it,  as  disclosed  by  the  his- 
tory of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  and  its  relation  to  section  4716,  Revised 
Statutes,  clearly  means  that  the  removal  of  the  bar  of  said  section  was 
intended  by  Congress  to  apply  to  all  claimants  coming  within  the  lim- 
itations of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  the  latter  act  must  now  be 
read  and  treated  as  though  the  resolution  had  been  enacted  at  the  date 
of  its  passage.  Since  the  passage  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  no 
vested  rights  could  have  intervened,  and  the  joint  resolution  is  in  its 
nature  remedial,  and  standing  by  itself,  could  be  given  no  effect  as  a 
statute  granting  pensions. 

The  joint  resolution  in  question  is  not  a  granting  act,  and  by  its  terms 
is  limited  to  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  and  Congress  having  removed  the 
bar  to  the  payment  of  money  on  account  of  pension,  which  bar  was 
heretofore  applicable  to  claims  under  said  act,  by  the  passage  of  said 
joint  resolution,  nothing  remains  but  to  carry  into  effect  the  results 
that  flow  from  such  a  removal. 
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The  question  as  to  whether  claimants  who  come  now  and  seek  to 
secure  the  benefits  of  the  said  resolution  should  file  some  sort  of  a 
paper,  claim,  or  declaration,  as  a  means  of  identification,  or  for  other 
purposes,  is  one  of  practice  and  administration,  and  purely  within  the 
province  of  the  Pension  Bureau  to  determine,  but  the  date  of  com- 
mencement of  pension  under  the  said  resolution  is  another  matter. 
The  action  of  the  Bureau  in  commencing  this  claimant's  pension  from 
the  date  of  a  declaration  filed  after  the  passage  of  the  joint  resolution 
approved  July  1,  1902,  was  error.  This  claimant  has  title  to  pension, 
if  at  all,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  his  right  to  restoration  to 
the  rolls  must  be  determined  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  that 
act,  now  read  as  though  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes,  had  never 
applied  to  it. 

The  question  of  continuance  of  disability,  or  other  questions  that  may 
arise  in  the  read  judication  of  the  claim,  are  to  bo  determined  in  accord- 
ance with  such  rules  as  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  may  prescribe. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  in  this  case,  from  which  the  appeal  was 
filed,  is  reversed,  and  the  papers  are  returned  herewith  for  a  readjudi 
cation  of  the  claim  in  conformity  with  this  opinion. 


DI8IX>YAI.TY-JOINT  KESOIiUTION  OF  JULY  1, 190!9-SECnON4716,ILS.* 
CONSTRUCTION  OF  STATUTES-RETROSPECTIVE  LAWS. 

V 

Mary  W.  Craig  (widow). 

The  first  section  of  the  joint  resolution  of  Ck)ngre8S,  approved  July  1,  1902,  consid- 
ered in  its  relation  to  the  second  and  third  sections  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
and  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes. 

Hdd:  That  the  first  section  of  said  joint  resolution  has  no  effect,  either  retrospectively 
or  prospectively,  to  change,  alter,  or  modify  the  conditions  of  pensionable  title 
prescribed  by  the  second  and  third  sections  of  said  act;  it  removed  only  the  pro- 
hibition of  payment  contained  in  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes,  title  being  still 
based  on  and  determinable  under  said  sections.  The  act  of  June  27,  1890,  pro- 
vided for  the  date  of  commencement  of  pension  thereunder;  the  joint  resolution 
did  not  alter  such  provision  in  any  particular,  and  a  claimant  for  pension  under 
said  act,  if  entitled,  should  be  i)aid  from  the  date  provided  by  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890. 

Amsta7it  Secretary  F.  Z.  Campbdl  to  tJve  Corriinissioner  of  Pensions^ 

March  16,  1903. 

Mary  W.  Craig  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  on  March  20,  1895,  an 
application  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  third  section  of 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  widow  of  Zebulon  Craig,  late  a  private 
in  Company  L,  Second  Arkansas  Volunteer  Cavalry,  alleging  that 
said  soldier  had  served  for  more  than  90  days  in  the  above-named 
organization  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  had  been  honorably 
discharged  from  said  service,  and  had  died  on  January,  9, 1895,  leav- 
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ing  her  as  his  lawful  widow  surviving,  without  other  means  of  support 
than  her  daily  labor. 

This  application  for  widow's  pension  was  rejected  on  December  14, 
1897,  upon  the  ground  that  it  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  the 
deceased  soldier  had  rendered  voluntary  service  in  the  Confederate 
Amiy  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  the  payment  of  any  money 
to  his  widow  on  account  of  pension  was  expressly  prohibited  by  the 
provisions  of  section  4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

Subsequently,  on  August  15,  1902,  said  widow,  by  her  attorney  of 
record,  applied  to  the  Pension  Bureau  to  have  her  said  claim  for 
widow's  pension  reopened  and  adjudicated  on  its  merits,  contending, 
in  effect,  that  the  joint  resolution  of  July  1,  1902,  had  removed  the 
prohibition  contained  in  section  4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes  against 
the  payment  of  pension  to  her  as  widow  of  the  soldier  under  the 
provisions  of  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

On  September  15,  1902,  this  application  of  the  widow  for  a  reopen- 
ing of  her  claim  was  denied,  substantially  upon  the  ground  that  the 
joint  resolution  of  July  1,  1902,  was  in  no  way  retroactive  in  its  opera- 
tion and  effect,  and  inasmuch  as  she  had  remarried  prior  to  the  pas- 
sage of  said  joint  resolution  the  filing  of  another  application  for  pen- 
sion under  said  section  would  now  be  of  no  benefit  to  her,  there  being 
no  pensionable  period  under  the  law. 

From  this  action,  denying  a  reopening  and  read  judication  on  its 
merits  of  said  claim  for  widow's  pension,  and  holding  that  the  joint 
resolution  of  July  1, 1902,  had  no  retroactive  effect,  the  present  appeal 
was  taken  on  September  20,  1902. 

In  this  case  it  is  admitted  by  the  attorney  of  appellant  that  she 
remarried  about  the  year  1898,  and  that  if  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  is 
correct  in  holding  that  the  joint  resolution  of  July  1,  1902,  has  no 
retroactive  effect  or  operation,  and  that  it  is  necessary  for  her  to  file 
another  application  for  pension  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  said  joint 
resolution  in  order  to  obtain  the  benefits  therein  provided,  she  has  at 
present  no  pensionable  status  whatever  under  existing  law. 

This  appeal  presents  the  question  of  the  effect  of  the  passage  of  the 
joint  resolution  of  July  1, 1902,  upon  the  pensionable  rights  and  status 
of  this  appellant  under  the  provisions  of  the  third  section  of  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  and  involves  an  inquiry  as  to  the  character,  purpose, 
and  intent  of  said  joint  resolution. 

The  joint  resolution  of  July  1,  1902,  is  as  follows: 

Remlved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Confess  assembled^  That  the  act  approved  June  twenty-seventh,  eighteen  hundred 
and  nmety,  entitled  *'An  act  granting  pensions  to  soldiers  and  sailors  who  are  inca- 
pacitated for  the  performance  of  manual  labor,  and  providing  for  pensions  to  widows, 
minor  children,  and  dependent  parents,"  is  construed  and  held  to  include  all  per- 
sons and  the  widows  and  minor  children  of  all  deceased  persons,  subject  to  the  limi- 
tations of  said  act,  who  served  for  ninety  days  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the 
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United  States  during  the  late  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  who  have  been  honorably  dis- 
cbai^ged  therefrom,  and  section  forty-seven  hundreil  and  sixteen,  Revised  Statutes 
United  States,  is  amended  accordingly: 

Proridedf  however,  That  the  foregoing  shall  not  apply  to  those  who  served  in  the 
First,  Second,  Third,  Fourth,  Fifth,  and  Sixth  Regiments  United  States  Volunteer 
Infauitry,  who  had  a  prior  service  in  the  Confederate  Army  or  Navy,  and  who  enlisted 
in  said  regiments  while  confined  as  prisoners  of  war  under  a  stipulation  that  they 
were  not  to  be  pensionable  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  nor  to  those  who, 
haWng  had  such  prior  service,  enlisted  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United 
States  after  the  first  day  of  January,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-five. 

Sec.  2.  That  in  the  administration  of  the  pension  laws  any  enlisted  man  of  the 
Army,  including  regulars,  volunteers,  and  militia  or  any  appointed  or  enlisted  man 
of  the  Navy  or  Marine  Corps,  who  was  honorably  dischaiged  from  the  last  contract 
of  service  entered  into  by  him  during  the  late  war  of  the  rebellion,  shall  be  held  and 
considered  to  have  been  honorably  discharged  from  all  similar  contracts  of  service 
previously  enteretl  into  by  him  with  the  United  States  during  said  war: 

Provided,  That  such  enlisted  or  appointed  man  served  not  less  than  six  months 
under  said  last  enlistment  or  appointment,  that  his  entire  service  under  said  last 
enlistment  or  appointment  was  faithful,  and  that  he  did  not  receive  by  reason  of 
said  last  enlistment  or  appointment  any  bounty  or  gratuity  other  than  from  the 
United  States  in  excess  of  that  to  which  he  would  have  been  entitled  if  he  had  con- 
tinued to  serve  faithfully  until  honorably  discharged  under  any  contract  of  service 
previously  entered  into  by  him,  either  in  the  Army,  Navy,  or  Marine  Corps,  during 
the  war  of  the  rebellion. 

In  the  present  case  we  are  concerned  only  with  the  first  section  of 
said  joint  resolution.  If  the  language  of  this  first  section  is  perfectly 
plain  and  unambiguous,  and  conveys  without  doubt  or  question  the 
intent  of  Congress,  it  will  speak  for  itself,  and  will  require  and  need 
no  construction  or  interpretation.  But  if  it  is  expressed  in  such  terms 
as  to  leave  room  for  an  honest  difference  of  opinion  as  to  its  intent 
and  purpose,  then  it  must  be  construed  so  as  to  give  to  it  the  effect 
intended,  and  to  carry  out  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  enacted.  For 
this  purpose  resort  may  be  had  to  prior  acts  in  pari  materia  to  ascer- 
tain the  intent  of  the  lawmakers,  but  such  acts  may  be  resorted  to 
only  to  solve  but  not  to  create  an  ambiguity. 

The  foregoing  general  rules  of  statutory  construction  are  so  axio- 
matic and  so  universally  accepted  that  a  citation  of  authority  in  sup- 
port thereof  might  be  deemed  unnecessary,  but  reference  is  here  made 
to  the  authorities  on  this  subject  collated  and  cited  on  page  5  of  the 
decision  of  this  Department  of  November  17,  1902,  in  the  case  of 
Emma  J.  Hallett  (13  P.  D.,  31). 

As  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Brewer  in  United  States  v,  Goldenburg 
(168  U.  S.,  95): 

The  primary  and  general  rule  of  statutory  construction  is  the  intent  of  the  law- 
maker, to  be  found  in  the  language  that  he  has  used.  *  *  *  No  mere  omisBion, 
no  mere  failure  to  provide  for  contingencies,  which  it  may  seem  wise  to  have  spe- 
cifically provided  for,  justify  any  judicial  addition  to  the  language  of  the  statute. 

The  primary  consideration  in  the  discussion  of  this  case  is,  then,  the 
language  used  in  the  first  section  of  the  joint  resolution  of  July  1, 1902. 
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Said  section  provides  that  the  act  approved  June  27,  1890,  entitled, 
and  then  it  recites  the  title  of  said  act,  ^Ms  construed  and  held  to 
include  all  persons  and  the  widows  and  minor  children  of  all  deceased 
persons,  subject  to  the  limitations  of  said  act,  who  served  for  ninety 
days  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United  States  during  the 
late  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  who  have  been  honorably  discharged 
therefrom."  Down  to  this  point  the  language  of  said  section  is  but  a 
repetition  and  summary  of  the  language  and  the  precedent  conditions 
found  in  the  second  and  third  sections  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
without  any  change,  alteration,  or  modification  whatever,  and  no  con- 
struction or  interpretation  of  the  language  or  the  terms  of  said  sections 
of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  is  made  or  attempted.  The  second  and 
third  sections  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  expressly  provide  that  all 
persons,  and  the  widows  and  minor  children  of  all  deceased  persons, 
who  served  for  ninety  days  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the 
United  States  during  the  late  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  who  have  been 
honorably  discharged  therefrom,  shall  be  entitled  to  a  pension,  subject 
to  the  conditions  and  limitations  therein  prescribed.  It  is  clear,  there- 
fore, that  no  construction  or  interpretation  of  the  mere  wording  or 
language  employed  in  the  second  and  third  sections  of  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  can  be  gathered  from  the  terms  of  the  joint  resolution  that 
we  have  been  considering. 
Said  joint  resolution  then  proceeds — 

and  section  forty-seven  hundred  and  sixteen,  Revised  Statutes,  United  States,  is 
amended  accordingly. 

Section  4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes  is  as  follows: 

No  money  on  account  of  pension  shall  be  paid  to  any  person,  or  to  the  widow, 
children,  or  heirs  of  any  deceased  person,  who  in  any  manner  voluntarily  engaged 
in,  or  aided  or  abetted,  the  late  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the  United  States. 

Here  likewise  there  is  no  amendment  of  the  provisions  of  section 
4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes.  Nothing  is  added  to  or  taken  away 
from  the  tenns  of  said  section,  nor  is  its  language  changed  or  modified 
in  any  particular  whatever  by  the  clause  of  the  joint  resolution  which 
we  are  now  considering.  It  stands  upon  the  statute  books  to-day  the 
same  in  all  respects,  as  to  its  terms  and  provisions,  as  it  did  prior  to 
the  passage  of  the  joint  resolution  of  July  1,  1902. 

Reading  these  two  clauses  of  the  joint  resolution  together,  as  they 
stand,  it  is  apparent  that  the  language  in  which  they  are  expressed 
neither  expressly  nor  by  implication  construes  the  provisions  of  the 
second  and  third  sections  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  nor  amends  the 
terms  of  section  4716  of  the  Revised  Sbitutes. 

The  proviso  to  the  first  section  of  the  joint  resolution  merely 
excludes  from  whatever  benefits  are  sought  to  be  conferred  thereby 
two  classes  of  persons,  therein  designated  and  described,  and  has  no 
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material  or  important  bearing  on  the  question  presented  by  the 
present  appeal. 

It  in  manifest  from  the  foregoing  that  we  are  forced  to  look  outside 
of  and  beyond  the  mere  language  and  words  used  by  Congress  in  the 
first  section  of  the  joint  resolution  of  July  1,  1902,  to  discover  what 
was  to  be  construed  and  amended  thereby,  and  to  ascertain  the  intent 
and  purpose  of  the  law  makers  in  passing  said  joint  resolution. 

Section  4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes  is  a  general  unqualified  pro- 
hibition against  the  payment  of  any  money  on  account  of  pension 
to  any  person,  or  to  the  widow,  children,  or  heirs  of  any  deceased 
person,  who  in  any  manner  voluntarily  engaged  in  or  aided  or  abetted 
the  late  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the  United  States,  and  is 
on  its  face  and  by  its  express  terms  applicable  alike  to  all  pensions, 
under  whatever  law  granted  or  allowed.  In  the  administration  of 
the  pension  laws  this  general  prohibition  against  the  payment  of 
money  on  account  of  pension  has  been  held  by  this  Department,"  at 
least  since  1894,  to  apply  to  the  pensions  granted  by  the  second 
and  third  sections  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  so  as  to  prohibit  the 
receipt  by  persons  who  voluntarily  engaged  in  or  aided  or  abetted 
the  late  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the  United  States,  or  by  the 
widows  and  minor  children  of  such  deceased  persons,  of  the  money  on 
account  of  pension  to  which  they  would  otherwise  have  been  entitled, 
under  the  conditions  and  limitations  of  said  sections,  by  reason  of 
their  military  or  naval  service  and  their  physical  or  financial  condi- 
tion, etc.  See  the  decision  of  this  Department  in  the  case  of  George 
W.  Gilbert  (9  P.  D.,  279),  where  the  decisions  bearing  on  this  sub- 
ject are  collated  and  reviewed  and  the  whole  subject  exhaustively 
discussed. 

This  holding  of  the  Department  was  fully  and  completely  sustained 
by  a  decision  of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  of  the  United  States  for 
the  fourth  circuit,  in  the  case  of  United  States  v.  Hampton  (101  Fed. 
Rep.,  714),  where  the  question  was  squarely  presented  and  passed 
upon;  and  the  court  held  that  the  general  prohibition  against  the  pay- 
ment of  money  on  account  of  pension  contained  in  section  4716  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  applied  to  pensions  granted  or  applied  for  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890. 

This  departmental  holding  and  this  judicial  decision  was  the  direct 
and  moving  cause  of  the  legislation  embodied  in  the  joint  resolution 
of  July  1,  1902,  and  furnishes  the  clew  by  which  the  meaning  of  its 
language  is  to  be  ascertained  and  a  complete  explanation  of  its  pur- 
pose and  intent.  It  was  this  holding  of  the  Department  and  this 
judicial  decision  that  called  said  joint  resolution  into  being,  and  to 
which  it  was  directed,  and  its  manifest  and  only  intent  and  purpose 
was  to  relieve  such  persons  as  might  ))e  entitled  to  pension  under  the 
provisions  of  the  second  and  third  sections  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890, 


264  DECISIONS  BELATINa  TO   PENSIONS. 

and  who  had  voluntarily  engaged  in  or  aided  or  abetted  the  rebellion, 

from  the  prohibition  contained  in  section  4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 

against  the  payment  of  such  pension.     The  joint  resolution  did  not 

construe  the  second  and  third  sections  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  so 
as  to  make  any  change  whatever  in  the  meaning  of  the  language  of 

said  sections,  or  to  change  the  conditions  and  limitations  of  pension- 
able title  therein  prescribed,  nor  did  it  amend  the  terms  of  section 
4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes  in  any  particular,  and  it  was  never 
intended  by  Congress  that  it  should  have  this  effect.  The  only  con- 
struction of  said  sections  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  required  by  said 
joint  resolution  is  that  the  words  '^all  persons,  and  the  widows  and 
minor  children  of  all  deceased  persons,"  which  is  substantially  the 
language  used  in  said  sections,  should  be  ''held  to  include  "and  to  em- 
brace all  persons,  and  the  widows  and  minor  children  of  all  deceased 
persons,  who  may  be  found  entitled  to  pension  under  the  provisions, 
conditions,  and  limitations  of  said  sections  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890, 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  some  of  such  persons,  or  such  deceased 
persons,  may  have  voluntarily  engaged  in  or  aided  or  abetted  the  late 
rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the  United  States;  and  the  only  pos- 
sible amendment  to  section  4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes  therein  con- 
tained is  that  its  provisions  shall  not  be  held  to  apply  to  and  to 
prohibit  the  payment  of  the  pension  granted  by  said  sections  of  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  to  any  of  such  persons. 

Section  4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  above  remarked,  is  a  statu- 
tory provision  of  general  application,  and  the  prohibition  therein  con- 
tained applied  to  all  pensions.  Congress  has,  from  time  to  time,  seen 
fit  to  relieve,  by  various  acts,  certain  classes  of  persons  and  pensioners 
from  this  prohibition.  Thus,  the  act  of  March  3,  1877,  after  reciting 
the  terms  of  section  4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  provided  that  they 
"  shall  not  be  construed  to  apply  to  such  persons  as  afterwards  volun- 
tarily enlisted  in  the  Amiy  of  the  United  States,  and  who,  while  in 
such  service,  incurred  disabilities  from  a  wound  or  an  injury  received 
or  disease  contracted  in  line  of  duty."  This  act  was  reenacted  and 
amended  by  the  act  of  August  1,  1892,  so  as  to  include  ''such  persons 
as  afterwards  voluntarily  enlisted  in  either  the  Navy  or  Army  of  the 
United  States,"  but  its  language  was  not  changed  or  modified  in  any 
other  particular.  In  the  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  March  9, 1878,  pro- 
viding a  seiTice  pension  for  soldiers  and  sailors  of  the  war  of  1812 
and  their  widows,  it  is  provided: 

And  section  forty-seven  hundred  and  sixteen,  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United 
States,  shall  not  apply  to  the  persons  provided  for  by  this  act. 

Section  5  of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  granting  a  pension  to  sol- 
diers and  sailors  of  the  Mexican  war,  provides — 

That  section  forty-seven  hundred  and  sixteen  of  the  Revised  Statutes  is  hereby 
repealed,  so  ^  as  the  same  relates  to  this  act  or  to  DeDJBioners  under  this  act. 
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And  section  6  of  the  act  of  July  27,  1892,  granting  a  pension  to 

survivors  of  certain  Indian  wars,  provides — 

That  section  forty-seven  hundred  and  sixteen  of  the  Revised  Statutes  is  hereby 
repealed,  so  far  as  the  same  relates  to  this  act  or  to  pensioners  under  this  act. 

The  act  of  April  18,  1900,  also  provides  that  section  4716  of  the 

Revised  Statutes — 

be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  repealed,  so  far  as  the  same  may  be  applicable  to  the 
claims  to  pension  of  dependent  parents  of  soldiers,  sailors,  and  marines  who  served 
in  the  Army  or  Navy  of  the  United  States  during  the  war  with  Spain. 

It  is  manifest  that  the  sole  object  and  purpose  of  all  of  these  statu- 
tory provisions,  although  expressed  in  different  language^  was  the 
same;  namely,  to  relieve  the  various  pensions  and  the  several  classes 
of  pensioners  to  which  they  respectively  relate  from  the  prohibition 
contained  in  section  4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  and  to  enable  such 
persons  to  be  paid  the  pension  to  which  they  might  be  shown  to  be 
entitled  under  the  conditions  and  limitations  of  the  several  acts  to 
which  said  provisions  apply,  irrespective  of  the  bar  of  section  4716  of 
the  Revised  Statutes. 

It  does  not  admit  of  doubt  that  the  general  purpose  and  object  of 
the  joint  resolution  of  July  1,  1902,  was  identical  with  that  of  the 
various  provisions  of  law  al)ove  enumerated.  The  intent  of  (Congress 
was  clearly  to  relieve  pensioners  and  persons  entitled  to  pension  under 
the  conditions  and  limitations  of  the  second  and  third  sections  of  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  who  were  prohibited  by  the  provisions  of  section 
4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes  from  receiving  and  being  paid  such  pen- 
sions because  of  voluntarily  engaging  in  or  aiding  or  abetting  the 
rebellion,  from  such  prohibition,  and  to  enable  them  to  prosecute  their 
claims  under  said  act  and  receive  payment  of  such  pension  as  they 
might  be  found  entitled  to  thereunder,  notwithstanding  the  bar  of  said 
section,  and  nothing  more  than  this.  Just  in  the  same  way  the  various 
acts  of  Congress  above  referred  to  had  relieved  the  several  classes  of 
pensions  and  pensioners  to  which  said  acts  respectively  related  from 
the  prohibition  contained  in  section  4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  and 
it  is  immaterial  and  unimportant  that  this  intention  and  purpose  may 
have  been  expressed  in  the  joint  resolution  of  July  1,  1902,  by  a  dif- 
ferent grammatical  statement,  and  in  different  language  from  that 
employed  in  any  of  the  other  similar  provisions  of  law  relieving  from 
the  bar  of  said  section. 

If,  then,  the  sole  purpose,  intent,  and  effect  of  the  joint  resolution 
of  July  1,  1902,  was  to  remove  the  prohibition  contained  in  section 
4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes  against  the  payment  of  any  money  on 
account  of  pension  to  such  persons,  otherwise  pensionable  under  the 
conditions  and  limitations  of  the  second  and  third  sections  of  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  as  had  voluntarily  engaged  in  or  aided  or  abetted 
the  rebellion,  can  the  joint  resolution,  in  conferring  upon  such  persons 
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the  right  and  the  ability  to  receive  such  payment,  be  said  to  act  retro- 
spectively in  any  proper  sense?  It  acts  immediately,  on  a  subject- 
matter  then  in  existence,  and  from  that  moment  makes  a  payment  of 
money  to  such  persons  on  account  of  pension  a  lawful  act,  which  before 
had  been  unlawful.  It  merely  gives  the  proper  officers  of  the  Govern- 
ment the  power  to  pay  to  such  persons  the  pension  which  they  had 
shown  themselves  lawfully  entitled  to  receive  under  the  conditions 
and  limitations  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  power  they  did  not 
before  possess.  (Larkin  v,  Saflfarans  et  al.,  U.  S.  Cir.  Ct.,  West. 
Dis.  Tenn.,  15  Fed.  Rep.,*  147.) 

The  joint  resolution  contains  no  grant  of  pension  whatever.  It  adds 
no  new  conditions  of  pensionable  title  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
nor  does  it  in  any  particular  change  or  modify  the  existing  conditions 
and  limitations  under  which  a  pension  is  granted  by  said  act.  It  simply 
provides  that  a  person  pensionable  under  the  limitations  of  said  act 
shall  not  be  deprived  of  a  pension  by  reason  of  the  fact  of  his  volun- 
tary participation  in  the  rebellion.  But  what  is  the  pension  of  which 
he  shall  not  be  deprived?  It  most  certainly  is  not  a  pension  granted 
by  the  joint  resolution,  for  it  grants  no  pension;  but,  by  its  express 
terms,  applies  only  to  a  pension  granted  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
189(X  and  '^  subject  to  the  limitations  of  said  act."  One  of  the  express 
^limitations  of  said  act"  is  that  the  pension  thereby  granted  shall 
commence  from  the  date  of  filing  application  therefor  under  said  act, 
and  from  no  othej-  date.  Where,  then,  is  the  authority  in  law  for 
requiring  an  application  for  pension  to  be  filed  under  the  joint  resolu- 
tion of  Jul}'^  1,  1902,  and  for  commencing  the  pension  allowed  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  only  from  the  date  of  filing  such  an  applica- 
tion? It  most  unquestionabl3'^  can  not  be  derived  from  the  language 
of  the  joint  resolution,  for  it  makes  no  provision  whatever  for  filing 
such  an  application,  nor  would  it  be  possible  to  do  so,  since  the  joint 
resolution  makes  no  change  in  the  conditions  of  pensionable  title  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  there  would  be  nothing  upon  which  such 
an  application  could  be  based. 

To  sustain  the  ground  stated  for  the  refusal  of  the  Pension  Bureau 
to  reopen  and  readjudicate  the  claim  for  pension  of  this  appellant 
would  necessitate  the  conclusion  that  notwithstanding  the  joint  resolu- 
tion of  July  1,  1902,  had  completely  removed  and  wiped  out  the  pro- 
hibition  contained  in  section  4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes  so  far  as  the 
same  aflfected  her  pensionable  rights,  such  prohibition  was  still  in 
existence  and  continued  to  constitute  a  bar  to  her  receiving  a  pension 
under  the  provisions  of  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
during  the  period  from  the  date  of  filing  her  original  application  for 
such  pension  in  1895  up  to  the  date  of  filing  a  new  application  subse- 
quent to  July  1, 1902.     But  such  a  conclusion  would  be  manifestly 
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untenable  under  the  express  language  of  the  joint  resolution.  The 
prohibition  against  the  receipt  of  pension  by  the  appellant  having  been 
removed,  all  her  pensionable  rights  under  the  third  section  of  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  were  thereby  vitalized  and  made  effective.  Among 
these  was  her  right  under  the  terms  of  said  act  to  receive  a  pension,  if 
shown  to  be  entitled  thereto  under  the  conditions  and  limitations  of 
the  act,  from  date  of  filing  her  original  application  therefor.  The 
prohibition  having  been  removed,  there  is  no  longer  a  bar  to  the  receipt 
of  pension  by  the  appellant  for  any  period  during  which  she  might  be 
found  to  be  entitled  under  the  conditions  and  limitations  of  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890. 

The  joint  resolution  of  July  1,  1902,  was,  in  its  intent,  purpose,  and 
effect,  precisely  similar  to  the  acts  of  March  3,  1877,  August  1, 1892, 
and  April  18,  1900,  hereinbefore  referred  to.  These  acts,  like  the 
joint  resolution,  had  the  effect  of  removing  the  prohibition  contained 
in  section  4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes  from  pensions  granted  by  laws 
in  existence  long  prior  to  the  respective  dates  upon.which  they  were 
enacted.  In  the  administration  of  said  acts,  and  the  adjudication  of 
claims  for  pension  to  which  they  applied,  the  Pension  Bureau  has 
uniformly  allowed  such  claims  from  the  date  of  discharge  of  the  pen- 
sioner, or  from  the  date  of  filing  application,  as  the  case  may  be,  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  and  limitations  of  the  particular  law 
granting  the  pension  applied  for  and  under  which  the  claim  was  made, 
without  regard  to  the  date  of  the  act  removing  the  prohibition  against 
the  payment  of  such  pension,  and  covering  periods  long  anterior  to 
the  passage  of  said  acts.  Why,  then,  should  a  new  and  different  rule 
be  applied  to  claims  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  from 
which  the  prohibition  contained  in  section  4716  of  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes has  been  removed  b\^  the  joint  resolution  of  July  1,  1902? 

It  is  true  that,  in  deciding  the  case  of  Andrew  J.  Passons  (8  P.  D., 
416),  it  was  stated  by  this  Department  that  the  act  of  August  1,  1892, 
had  no  retroactive  effect  or  operation  whatever.  But  this  question 
was  in  no  way  involved  in  the  issue  presented  for  consideration  and 
decision  in  that  case,  which  was,  merely,  the  right  of  a  widow,  under 
the  laws  granting  accrued  pension  and  giving  her  a  right  to  prosecute 
a  pending  claim  of  her  deceased  husband,  to  reopen  and  revive  a  claim 
for  invalid  pension  which  had  been  rejected  because  of  the  bar  of  sec- 
tion 4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  some  four  years  prior  to  the  passage 
of  said  act,  and  upon  this  point  alone  was  said  case  decided.  The  views 
expressed  in  said  decision  relative  to  the  character  and  operation  of  the 
act  of  August  1, 1892,  were  the  merest  dicta  and  not  authoritative,  and 
must  have  l>een  so  considered  by  the  Pension  Bureau  at  the  time,  since 
they  have  never  been  followed  in  the  adjudication  of  claims  for  pension 
affected  by  said  act.    At  all  events,  said  views,  in  so  far  as  the  same 
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may  be  said  to  conflict  with  the  conclusion  hereinbefore  expressed, 
are  deemed  to  have  been  erroneous  and  to  have  been  based  upon 
unsound  deductions. 

The  operation  and  legal  effect  of  the  joint  resolution  of  July  1, 1902, 
upon  claims  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  is  somewhat 
similar  to  that  of  legislative  acts  removing  the  bar  of  the  statute  of 
limitations  in  actions  at  law  based  on  contract.  In  such  cases  it  was 
held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  the  leading-  case 
of  Campbell  v.  Holt  (115  U.  S.,  620),  that  when  a  claim  is  barred  the 
defendant  acquires  no  riffht  to  his  immunity,  but  that  the  statute  oper- 
ates only  to  take  away  the  plaintiflTs  remedy,  which  is  at  once  restored 
whenever  the  statute  is  repealed;  and  it  is  exactly  analogous  in  prin- 
ciple to  the  illustiutions  cited  by  Mr.  Justice  Miller  in  delivering'  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows: 

There  are  numerous  cases  where  a  contract  incapable  of  enforcement  for  want  of  a 
remedy,  or  because  there  is  some  obstruction  to  the  remedy,  can  be  so  uded  by  le^ 
islation  as  to  become  the  proper  ground  of  a  valid  action;  as  in  the  case  of  a  physician 
practicing  without  license,  who  was  forbidden  to  compel  payment  for  his  service  by 
suit.  The  statute  being  repealed  which  made  this  prohibition,  he  recovered  in  the 
court  a  judgment  for  the  value  of  his  services  on  the  ground  that  the  first  statute 
only  affected  the  remedy.  (Hewitt  r.  Wilcox,  1  Mete.  (Maa3.),  164.)  Of  like  char- 
acter is  the  effect  of  a  repeal  of  the  laws  against  usury  in  enabling  parties  to  recover 
on  contracts  in  which  the  law  forbade  such  recovery  l^fore  the  repeal.  (Wood  v, 
Kennedy,  19  Ind.,  68;  Welch  v.  Wadsworth,  30  Conn.,  149;  Butler  r.  Palmer,  1  Hill 
(N.  Y.),  324;  Hampton  r.  Com.,  19  Pa.  St.,  329;  Baugher  v.  Nelson,  9  Gill  (Md.)f 
346.) 

In  all  this  class  of  cases  the  ground  taken  is  that  there  exists  a  contract,  bat,  by 
reason  of  no  remedy  having  been  provided  for  its  enforcement,  or  the  remedy  ordi- 
narily applicable  to  that  class  having,  for  reasons  of  public  policy,  been  forbidden  or 
withheld,  the  legislature,  by  providing  a  remedy  where  none  exists,  or  removing  the 
statutory  objection  to  the  use  of  the  remedy,  enabled  the  party  to  enforce  the  con- 
tract  otherwise  unobjectionable. 

The  learned  justice  concludes  the  paragraph  just  cited  with  the 
statement:  ''  Such  is  the  precise  case  before  us/'  and  this  remark  can 
be  applied  with  equal  reason  to  the  matter  now  under  consideration. 
In  all  claims  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  were 
banned  solely  by  section  4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  the  right  to  a 
pension  subject  to  the  limitations  of  said  act  existed,  but  the  enforce- 
ment, or  rather,  to  speak  more  accurately,  the  enjoyment  of  this  right 
was,  for  reasons  of  public  policy,  forbidden  and  withheld.  When 
Congress,  by  the  joint  resolution  of  July  1,  1902,  removed  the  statu- 
tory objection  to  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  this  right,  the  claimant  was 
at  once  enabled  to  prosecute  his  claim,  and  to  receive  payment  of  such 
pension  as  he  might  be  found  entitled  to  imder  the  conditions  and 
limitations  of  said  act. 

A  similar  question  to  that  we  have  been  considering  in  this  case  was 
presented  to,  and  passed  upon  by,  the  Attorney-General  of  the  United 
States  in  1836. 
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The  act  of  Congress  of  January  25,  1828  (4  Stat.  L.,  246),  entitled 
"An  act  to  prevent  defalcations  on  the  part  of  the  disbursing  agents  of 
the  Government,  and  for  other  purposes,"  provided: 

That  no  money  heresifter  appropriated  shall  be  paid  to  any  person  for  his  com- 
pensation who  is  in  arrears  to  the  United  States  until  such  person  shall  have  accounted 
for  and  paid  into  the  Treasury  all  sums  for  which  he  may  be  liable. 

This  act  was  held  and  construed  to  authorize  the  withholding  pay- 
ment of  pension  to  such  pensioners  as  were  in  arrears  to  the  United 
States,  and  on  May  20, 1836,  (Congress  passed  the  following  act  (5  Stat. 
L.,  31): 

That  the  act  entitled  *'An  act  to  prevent  defalcations  on  the  part  of  the  disbursing 
agents  of  the  Government,  and  for  other  purposes/'  approved  the  twenty-fifth  of 
January,  eighteen  hundred  and  twenty-eight,  shall  not  l>e  construed  to  authorize  the 
pension  of  any  pensioner  of  the  United  States  to  he  withheld. 

Doubts  having  arisen  as  to  the  meaning,  intent,  and  effect  of  this 
latter  act,  the  matter  was  submitted  by  the  honorable  the  Secretary 
of  War  to  the  Attorney-Gene'tal  of  the  United  States  for  his  opinion, 
who  replied,  on  June  27,  1836  (3  Op.  Atty.  Genl.,  135),  as  follows: 

Sib:  It  appears  from  the  communication  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  inclosed 
in  your  letter  of  the  25th  instant,  that  douhts  have  arisen  as  to  the  meaning  of  the 
act  of  the  20th  of  May,  1836,  explanatory  of  the  act  entitled  "An  act  to  prevent 
defalcations  on  the  part  of  the  disbursing  agents  of  the  Government,  and  for  other 
purposes,"  and  that  my  opinion  is  therefore  desired  on  the  following  questions: 
"Shall  the  amount  heretofore  withheld  from  a  pensioner  under  the  act  of  the  25th 
January,  1828,  he  refunded?  And,  if  not,  at  what  time  shall  the  explanatory  act 
take  effect?'' 

In  answer  to  these  inquiries  I  have  the  honor  Uy  state  that,  in  my  opinion,  the 
intention  of  Congress  in  enacting  the  explanatory  law  of  the  20th  of  May,  18:^6,  w^ 
to  place  the  claims  and  rights  of  pensioners  on  precisely  the  same  footing  as  if  the 
act  "to  prevent  defalcations,"  etc.,  had  never  been  passed;  and  consequently  that 
all  moneys  due  to  pensioners  which  have  been,  and  yet  are,  withheld  under  the  con- 
struction heretofore  given  to  that  law,  and  for  that  reason  only^  ought  to  be  refunded 
to  them.  The  explanatory  law  takes  effect  from  its  date,  but  its  operation,  in  the 
respect  above  mentioned,  is  in  some  sense  retrospective. 

I  am,  sir,  very  respectfully,  your  obedient  servant, 

B.  F.  Butler. 
Hon.  Lewis  Cass,  Secretary  of  War. 

It  has  been  contended  that  the  joint  resolution  of  July  1,  1902,  was 
also  "  in  some  sense  retrospective"  in  its  operation,  for  the  reason  that 
it  enabled  the  claimant  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  to 
receive  payment  of  such  pension  from  a  date  anterior  to  the  date  of  its 
enactment.  But  this  retroactive  aspect,  or  rather  result,  does  not 
grow  out  of  or  proceed  from  any  retroactive  feature  of  the  joint  reso- 
lution itself,  which  merely  provides  that  from  and  after  its  date  vol- 
untary participation  in  the  rebellion  should  no  longer  be  a  bar  to  the 
payment  of  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  and  it  confers  upon 
the  claimant  no  right  to  pension  which  he  did  not  before  possess  under 
the  law,  but  simply  clothes  him  with  the  ability  to  make  said  right  to 
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pension  effective,  and  to  receive  payment,  not  prior  but  subsequent  to 
the  passage  of  the  joint  resolution,  of  the  pension  to  which  he  may  be 
entitled  under  the  limitations  of  said  act.  It  does  not  make  the  joint 
resolution  of  July  1,  1902,  a  retroactive  statute,  either  in  its  nature 
or  its  operation,  merely  because  the  payment  of  pension  authorized 
thereby  may  include  pension  money  that  a  claimant  was  entitled  to 
receive  from  a  date  prior  to  the  date  of  its  passage. 

It  follows,  from  the  foregoing,  that  the  statutory  prohibition  against 
the  payment  of  pension  to  this  appellant,  because  of  her  deceased  hus- 
band^s  voluntary  Confederate  service,  having  been  removed  by  the 
passage  of  the  joint  resolution  of  July  1, 1902,  she  was  at  once  invested 
with  whatever  pensionable  rights  she  might  be  shown  to  possess  under 
the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  was  thereafter 
empowered  to  continue  the  prosecution  of  her  claim  for  pension  under 
said  section,  and  entitled  to  have  the  same  adjudicated  on  its  merits; 
and,  if  she  is  found  to  be  pensionable  under  the  conditions  and  limita- 
tions of  said  section,  such  pension  should  be  allowed  her  from  the  date 
of  filing  her  original  application  therefor,  March  20,  1895,  up  to  the 
date  upon  which  it  is  shown  she  remarried. 

The  action  of  the  Pension  Bureau  refusing  to  reopen  and  rcadjudi- 
cate  the  claim  of  this  appellant  for  widow's  pension  under  the  act  of 
June  27, 1890,  upon  the  ground  stated,  is  accordingly  hereby  reversed 
and  set  aside,  and  you  are  directed  to  cause  the  same  to  be  reopened 
and  readjudicated  as  indicated  herein. 
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Sabaii  E.  Kilmer  v,  John  Kilmer. 

An  application  under  the  first  proviso  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  void  becauae  pre- 
maturely filed;  the  question  of  desertion  is  immaterial. 

Pensioner's  contention  having  been  conceded  by  the  Bureau  and  the  $225  pension 
unlawfully  withheld  from  him  having  Ix^n  directed  to  Ihj  paid  him  January  7, 
1903,  his  appeal  from  the  Bureau  action  of  April  2.  1900,  i«  dismissed. 

Assista/nt  Secretcm/  F.  L,  Camj^ell  to  the  Coinmwsioii^  of  Pensions^ 

March  16, 1903. 

John  Kilmer,  a  pensioner  at  J30  per  month  under  certificate  No. 
56860,  appealed  from  the  Bureau  action  of  April  2, 1900,  allowing  the 
claim  of  his  wife,  Sarah  E.,  filed  August  2,  1899,  for  one-half  his 
pension  under  the  first  proviso  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1899,  which  pro- 
vides "that  in  case  a  resident  pensioner  of  the  United  States  shall  for 
a  period  of  six  months  desert  his  lawful  wife,"  etc. 

Pensioner  contends,  first,  that  said  application  was  filed  less  than 
six  months  from  the  passage  of  said  act;  and,  second,  that  he  did  not 
desert  claimant,  but  that  she  is  responsible  for  the  separation. 
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Claimant  in  her  answer  filed  February  26,  1903,  in  response  to  the 
first  contention  alleges  that  she  complied  with  the  rules  of  the  Com- 
missioner and  subsequently  filed  a  supplemental  application,  which 
was  allowed,  and  she  takes  issue  with  pensioner  in  his  second  contention. 

The  Bureau  reported  February  24,  1903,  as  follows: 

PeoBoner's  wife  filed  a  claim  August  2,  1899,  imder  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  and 
8ai<l  claim  was  allowed  April  2,  1900.  The  wife's  name  was  dropped  from  the  roll 
April  20,  1901,  under  the  departmental  decision  in  the  case  of  Rothery  v.  Rothery, 
September  5,  1900. 

An  appeal  was  filed  by  the  pensioner  January  10,  1901,  from  the  Bureau  action  of 
April  2,  1900,  docket  No.  66545,  and  said  appeal  was  dismissed  June  13,  1901,  the 
Bureau  having  receded  (April  20,  1901)  from  its  action. 

A  new  claim  was  file<l  by  the  wife  May  6,  1901,  and  admitted  November  2,  1901. 
(Jnder  date  of  January  7,  1903,  the  United  States  pension  agent  at  Buffalo,  N.  Y.,  ' 
was  instructed  to  refund  to  the  pensioner  so  much  of  his  pension  as  was  erroneously 
allowed  and  paid  to  the  wife  under  order  April  2,  1900,  amounting  to  $225. 

The  pensioner  again  filed  an  appeal  February  14,  1903,  docket  No.  83353.  Said 
latter  appeal  appears  to  relate  exclusively  to  the  recovery  of  the  amount  paid  to  the 
wife  under  the  allowance  of  April  2,  1900. 

Pensioner's  former  appeal  of  January  10,  1901,  was  dismissed  on 
the  report  of  the  Bureau  May  11,  1901;  that  said  action  of  April  2, . 
1900,  had  "been  receded  from  by  this  Bureau." 

In  dismissing  said  appeal  it  was  assumed  by  this  Department  that 
the  Bureau  would  forthwith  pay  to  the  pensioner  the  amount  of  pen- 
sion unlawfully  withheld  from  him,  in  accordance  with  the  depart- 
mental decisions  in  the  cases  of  Richards  v.  Richards  (11  P.  D.,  90); 
Henry  N.  Rothery  (Ibid.,  255);  Cooper  v.  Cooper  (12  P.  D.,  163-165), 
and  Adams  v.  Adams  (Ibid. ,  370). 

The  failure  of  the  Bureau  so  to  do  has  deprived  pensioner  of  the 
$225  for  over  a  year  and  one-half  since  the  dismissal  of  his  first 
appeal,  and  necessitated  this  second  appeal. 

Claimant's  contention,  in  effect,  that  the  jurisdictional  defect  of  her 
first  application,  filed  August  2,  1899,  was  cured  by  her  second  appli- 
cation, filed  May  6, 1901,  is  untenable.  Her  first  application  was  based 
upon  the  first  proviso  of  said  act,  and  was  void  on  its  face,  as  no  right 
accrued  to  her  under  said  act  of  March  3,  1899,  prior  to  September  5, 
1899.  Her  application,  therefore,  of  August  2,  1899,  was  premature 
and  as  ineffective  and  invalid  for  any  purpose  as  if  it  had  been  filed 
prior  the  passage  of  said  act.  (See  Rothery  v.  Rothery,  11  P.  D.,  77 
and  377.) 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  six  months'  statutory  desertion  subse- 
quent to  the  passage  of  the  act  could  not  have  existed  on  August  2, 
1899,  the  date  on  which  the  first  application  was  filed,  and  was  there- 
fore not  susceptible  of  proof,  it  becomes  unnecessary  to  consider  pen- 
sioner's second  contention,  as  his  appeal  is  from  the  first  Bureau  action 
only,  and  has  no  reference  to  the  subsequent  allowance  of  bis  wife's 
claim  imder  her  said  second  declaration. 
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An  application  under  the  first  proviso  of  the  act  of  March  8,  1899, 
being  void  because  prematurely  filed,  the  question  of  desertion  is 
immaterial. 

Pensioner's  contention  having  been  conceded  by  the  Bureau  and  the 
$225  pension  unlawfully  withheld  from  him  having  been  directed  to 
be  paid  him,  January  7,  1903,  his  appeal  from  the  Bureau  action  of 
April  2,  1900,  is  dismissed,  as  the  Department  assumes  that  said  order 
of  the  Bureau  directing  payment  has  been  complied  with. 

Duplicate  copies  of  this  order  dismissing  the  appeal  are  herewith 
inclosed  and  will  be  forwarded  by  the  Bureau  to  claimant  and  pen- 
sioner's attorney. 


marriage— evidence— probate  court— act  of  august  7,  1888. 

Diana  M.  Dana. 

1.  A  special  examiner's  report  as  to  the  fact  and  purport  of  a  probate  court's  find- 

ing as  to  claimant's  marital  status,  with  corroborative  sworn  testimony  of  the 
probate  judge  who  made  such  finding  and  of  the  party  who  procured  the 
testimony  on  which  it  was  basc<l,  is  sufficient  introduction  in  evidence  in  a  pen- 
sion claim  of  said  finding  when  no  contest  as  to  it  is  made,  and  when  the  claimant 
against  whom  it  was  made  admits  it. 

2.  Such  finding  is  not  a  law  of  the  State  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  August  7, 

1882,  and  is  not  binding  upon  the  Department  in  the  adjudication  of  such  claim; 
but  as  a  rule  it  will  be  followed  when  rendered  by  a  competent  tribunal  and  is 
valid  on  its  face. 

3.  The  word  'Maws"  as  used  in  the  act  of  August  7,  1882,  providing  that  marriages 

shall  be  proven  in  pension  claims  to  t)e  legal  marriages  ''according  to  the  laws" 
of  the  place  where  the  parties  resided,  should  be  "limited  to  local  statutes  (and 
their  construction  by  the  local  tribunals)  and  local  usages"  having  the  force  of 
laws.     (Swift  V.  Tyson,  16  Pet.,  18.) 

4.  Secondary  evidence  as  to  the  contents  and  purport  of  lost  records  is  admissible  on 

proof  of  the  loss  of  such  records. 

5.  The  evidence  herein  shows  this  soldier  was  married  prior  to  his  marriage  to  the 

claimant;  that  his  first  wife  was  living  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  that  she  was 
found  by  the  probate  court  administering  his  estate  to  be  his  widow.  This 
claimant  is  not,  therefore,  entitled  to  pension  as  widow,  she  not  having  estab- 
lished a  valid  marriage  according  to  the  law^s  of  the  State  of  Maine,  where  she 
and  soldier  resided. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  Z.  Campbdl  to  tlie  Cmnmissioner  of  Pensions^ 

March  16,  1903, 

This  appellant,  Diana  M.  Dana,  on  August  18,  1885,  filed  a  claim, 
No.  329888,  for  pension  as  widow  of  Victor  Dana,  formerly  of  Com- 
pany E,  Thirtieth  Maine  Infantry,  and  deceased  July  22,  1885. 

Said  claim  was  rejected  in  May,  1898,  on  the  ground  that — 

The  claimant  is  not  the  legal  widow  of  the  soldier,  it  appearing  from  the  evidence 
obtained  on  special  examination  that  the  soldier  at  date  of  marriage  to  claimant  had 
a  wife  living  from  whom  he  had  not  been  divorced. 
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In  a{^)eal  filed  August  24,  1898,  it  is  contended  merely  that  the 
claimant  is  pensionable  under  the  decisions  of  the  Department. 

According  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  August  7,  1882,  the  ques- 
tion of  marriage  herein  must  be  determined  by  and  under  the  laws  of 
the  State  of  Maine,  where  the  soldier  and  claimant  lived  and  were 
married,  where  he  died,  and  where  she  still  lives. 

There  is  record  evidence  of  her  and  the  soldier's  marriage  in  1857 
and  proof  of  their  cohabitation  as  husband  and  wife  thereafter,  with 
the  birth  of  one  child,  to  his  death.  No  question  as  to  the  validity  of 
their  marriage  appears  to  have  been  raised  until  after  his  death,  and 
thi«  claimant  says  she  never  knew  of  any  prior  marriage  by  him  until 
thereaf^r,  although  some  people  had  told  her  some  time  before  that 
they  thought  he  had  been  previously  married,  but  she  paid  no  atten- 
tion to  these  statements.  She  knew  him,  she  says,  for  four  years 
prior  to  their  marriage,  and  trusted  him  implicitly.  At  the  time  of 
their  marriage  she  had  a  child  by  another  man,  the  issue  of  *''  youthful 
indiscretion,''  she  says. 

On  his  death  he  left  a  will  bequeathing  his  property  to  her  and  two 
grandchildren;  but  the  will  appears  to  have  been  contasted  by  one 
Catherine  Denis,  as  widow,  and  several  daughters,  of  France,  and  the 
estate  distributed  to  them.  The  fact  of  this  probate,  contest,  and  dis- 
tribution is  shown  by  the  parol  testimony  of  the  claimant,  the  judge 
of  the  probate  court  then  and  now,  and  a  man  named  Ragot,  who 
appears  from  his  own  testimony  to  have  been  a  friend  of  the  soldier 
during  the  latter's  lifetime  and  of  said  contestants  after  the  soldier's 
death,  procuring  for  them  the  lawyer  who  conducted  the  contest  and 
the  evidence  as  to  the  alleged  first  marriage  upon  which  such  contest 
was  decided  in  their  favor.  The  records  of  the  court  show  only,  as 
stated  by  the  special  examiner,  that  the  will  was  contested  and  estate 
distributed  to  said  Catherine  Denis,  as  widow,  and  to  said  daughters; 
and  said  evidence  could  not  be  found  on  careful  search  by  the  examiner 
of  the  court  files,  nor  could  its  whereabouts  be  accounted  for  by  said 
judge  or  said  Bagot  or  said  attorney  or  claimant.  It  is  apparently 
lost. 

Said  Ragot  testifies  that  he  became  acquainted  with  the  soldier  about 
1880,  both  being  from  the  same  locality  in  France;  that  at  the  soldier's 
request  he  wrote  to  the  mayor  of  the  place,  whose  reply  showed  he 
was  the  soldiei^'s  nephew,  to  learn  if  any  of  his  folks  were  living,  and 
was  told  the  soldier's  first  wife,  Catherine,  and  his  three  daughters  were 
alive,  which  was  the  first  said  Bagot  knew,  he  says,  of  them;  that  an 
undo  dying  had  left  soldier  some  money,  which  was  held  by  the  Gov- 
ernment, and  he,  witness,  prepared  for  soldier  a  power  of  attorney  to 
allow  said  daughters  to  draw  this  money,  and  same  was  duly  attested 
and  forwarded;  that  the  soldier  then  divulged  to  the  witness  some  of  his 
family  history,  admitting  this  prior  marriage,  and  that  his  true  name 
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was  Denis,  pronounced  in  French  similarly  to  the  English  Dana,  and 
that  ho  ran  away  from  said  first  wife  because  she  was  too  pious,  was  a 
scold,  and  was  jealous  of  him;  that  on  the  soldier^s  death  he  notified 
said  Catherine  Denis  thereof,  and  contested  the  will  for  them  througch 
said  attorney;  that  he  submitted  to  the  court  proof  of  said  first  marri- 
age, consisting  of  a  copy  of  the  marriage  record  certified  by  the  mayor 
of  the  town  and  of  the  church  record  certified  by  the  pastor  in  charge; 
that  this  record  showed  witnesses  present  at  the  marriage,  some  of 
whom  were  living  and  whose  aflSdavits,  corroborating  the  church  record, 
were  also  filed,  all  these  evidential  papers  being  counteraigned  or 
indorsed  by  the  United  States  representatives  or  consul  in  Paris.  He 
knows  these  papers  were  filed,  he  says,  because  he  interpreted  them 
for  the  court.  He  also  filed  the  soldier's  naturalization  papers  in 
establishing  his  identity  as  the  husband  of  said  Catherine  Denis.  And 
such  identity  and  the  widowhood  of  said  Catherine  Denis  were  adjudged 
by  the  court  accordingly,  he  concludes,  and  she  received  the  widow's 
share  of  the  estate. 

Said  probate  judge  testifies  that  he  remembers  well  the  contest  of 
this  estate;  that  evidence  as  to  the  soldier's  identity  and  marriage  to 
the  contestant,  Catherine  Denis,  of  some  place  in  France,  was  presented 
to  the  court  by  said  attorney  and  said  Ragot,  and  was  held  by  him 
sufficient  to  establish  such  identity  and  marriage,  which  he  found 
thereupon,  and  ordered  distribution  accordingly.  He  is  positive,  he 
says,  that  this  evidence  was  filed,  and  it  ought  to  be  now  in  the  files, 
but  the  papers  have  evidently  been  mislaid  or  niisfiled,  "and  we  can 
not  now  find  them." 

The  testimon}'^  of  the  attorney  was  not  taken.  The  special  examiner, 
however,  says  he  interviewed  him  and  he  also  said  this  evidence  was 
filed,  that  it  ought  to  be  now  in  the  files,  and  that  if  it  was  not  he  did 
not  know  where  it  was.  The  examiner  says  he  visited  the  probate 
office  three  times,  and  thorough  search  for  these  files  or  a  record 
thereof  was  made,  but  the  records  show  only  the  contest  and  distribu- 
tion to  Catherine  Denis,  of  Ilouseville,  France,  as  widow. 

Both  these  witnesses,  said  judge  and  Rjigot,  are  stated  to  be  of  good 
reputation,  and  the  latter  also  as  unbiased. 

Two  principal  questions  arise  herein — whether  this  evidence  is  admis- 
sible to  impeach  the  validity  of  claimant's  marriage  to  the  soldier, 
shown  of  record,  and  if  it  be  admissible,  whether  it  is  sufficient  for 
such  purpose. 

As  to  the  first  of  these  questions,  no  reason  appeal's  why  the  report 
of  the  special  examiner  that  the  soldier's  will  was  contested  by  Cath- 
erine Denis,  and  that  she  was  decreed  to  be  his  widow,  should  not  be 
accepted  as  sufficient  introduction  in  evidence  of  the  record  of  probate 
in  which  such  contest  was  had  and  decided. 

When  Congress  provided  as  to  "special  examiners  or  other  persons 
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*  *  *  detailed  for  the  purpose  of  making  special  investigations 
pertaining  to  said  Bureau"  of  Pensions  (act  of  May  28,  1896,  and 
April  28,  1902,  pp.  98  and  258  of  Pension  Laws),  it  necessarily 
intended  that  the  facts  secured  by  the  special  examiner  in  such  investi- 
gation should  be  admissible  in  evidence  in  the  adjudication  of  the  claim 
to  which  it  related;  otherwise,  such  investigation  would  be  a  futile 
and  aimless  proceeding. 

There  is  no  specific  law  of  Congress  as  to  how  the  records  of  courts 
shall  be  put  in  evidence  in  pension  claims.  Section  4714  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  and  its  amendatory  acts  (see  pp.  106-107,  Pension  Laws)  pro- 
vided that  declarations,  affidavits,  and  other  papers  may  be  executed 
and  authenticated  in  certain  ways  specified  therein;  but  there  is  noth- 
ing in  these  laws  which  can  be  held  to  inhibit  the  admissibility  of  a 
special  examiner's  investigation  as  to  the  fact  and  contents  of  a  court 
record. 

The  report  of  the  special  examiner  in  this  case  may  be  criticised  as 
ineflicient,  as  he  should  have  designated  what  particular  recoixl  (book 
or  document)  contained  the  facts  stated  by  him  and  made  and  incor- 
porated in  his  report  a  copy  of  such  record  showing  said  facts.  This 
would  have  placed  the  record  fully  in  evidence  in  this  claim,  and  its 
admissibility  in  that  case  would  be  unquestionable. 

As  the  material  fact,  however,  that  the  distribution  of  the  soldier's 
estate  wjvs  decreed  by  the  probate  court  to  said  Catherine  Denis  as  his 
widow,  is  also  testified  to  by  the  judge  of  said  court  who  rendered 
said  decree,  and  who  is  still  the  presiding  judge  of  the  same  coui*t,  and 
also  b}'  the  party  who  procured,  filed,  and  interpreted  the  evidence  on 
which  said  decree  was  based,  as  well  as  admitted  by  the  attorney  for 
said  Catherine  Denis  in  procuring  said  decree,  as  reported  by  the 
special  examiner,  and  as  also  admitted  by  the  claimant  herself,  it  can 
not  in  reason  or  judicially  be  doubted  that  such  were  the  facts,  and 
that  such  decree  was  rendered. 

This  decree,  which  was  evidently  one  assigning  dower  to  said  Cath- 
erine Denis,  if  duly  rendered  by  a  competent  court,  is  itself  evidence 
of  her  marriage,  and  that  it  was  a  subsisting  marriage  at  the  time  of 
his  death.     (Stewart  on  Hus.  and  Wife,  sec.  249,  250,  289.) 

The  Maine  probate  courts  are  statutory  courts,  with  special  and 
limited  jurisdiction  (Fairfield  v,  Gullifer,  49  Me.,  360);  and  we  must 
look  to  the  statute  for  such  jurisdiction.  (Fowle  v,  Cowle,  63  Me., 
245.) 

By  section  6,  chapter  63,  Title  VI,  of  the  statutes  of  Maine,  the  pro- 
bete  court  is  given  '^jurisdiction  of  all  matters  relating  to  the  settle- 
ment" of  the  estates  '^of  all  deceased  persons;"  and  b}'  section  1  it  is 
devolved  upon  said  court  to  assign  dower. 

Under  these  statutes  said  court  determines  to  whom  dower  should 
be  assigned  and  assigns  it  to  such  person.  (Fi'ench  v.  Pratt,  27  Me., 
381;  Barton  v.  Hinds,  46  Me.,  121;  Bent  v.  Weeks,  44  Me.,  45.) 
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In  the  case  last  cited,  the  widow  having  been  assigned  by  the  pro- 
bate court  as  dower  a  certain  property  to  possess  which  the  deceased 
had  instituted  a  writ  of  entry,  which  was  pending  at  his  death,  and  in 
which  such  widow  substituted  as  plaintiff,  the  defendant  sought  to 
show  she  was  never  the  lawful  wife  of  the  deceased,  but  the  court 
held— 

The  probate  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  matters  of  the  assi^ment  of  dower  and 
the  sale  of  the  reversion.  No  question  is  made  concerning  the  regularity  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  that  court,  and  no  appeal  Was  taken  from  its  decrees,  which,  therefore, 
are  conclusive. 

In  Simpson  v.  Norton  (45  Me.,  281)  also  the  court  state: 

The  case  and  the  subject  being  apparently  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  probate 
court,  and  due  proceeding  having  been  had  therein,  without  objection  or  appeal,  the 
final  decree  of  that  court  is  conclusive. 

And  in  Massachusetts,  after  the  statutes  of  which  State  those  of 
Maine  were  copied,  it  was  held  an  equity  court  would  not  adjudicate 
as  to  rights  as  heir  claimed,  by  an  alleged  adopted  child  of  the  intes- 
tate, under  an  agreement  between  the  latter  and  the  child's  father, 
"  until  his  status  as  a  child  of  the  intestate  has  been  settled  in  the  pro- 
bate court."    (Ross  V,  Ross,  123  Mass.,  212.) 

Also,  in  Loring,  administi*ator,  v.  -Steineman  (1  Mete.,  204)  the 
court  say: 

The  decree  of  distribution,  therefore,  involves  the  necessity  of  inquiring  into  ques- 
tions of  fact,  namely,  whether  there  be  any  children;  and  if  not,  any  father,  etc. ;  and 
if  proved  to  have  been  once  living,  whether  they  were  living  at  the  time  of  the  intes- 
tate^s  decease.  It  is  true  that  the  statute  directs  who  shall  be  entitled  to  the  estate; 
but  it  necessarily  directs  this  in  general  terms,  and  then  it  is  necessary  for  the  court 
to  inquire,  and  by  its  decree  determine,  according  to  the  state  of  facts,  what  persons 
in  particular  are  so  entitled  in  the  jiarticular  case;  and  in  deciding  these  questions 
of  fact,  the  probate  court  must  be  governed  by  those  rules  of  evidence  and  those 
pre^^umption8  of  fact  from  circumstances  which  are  resorted  to  by  all  other  tribunals 
in  determining  questions  of  fact.  The  Court  may  lje  deceived  by  perjury,  misled  by 
specious  circumstances,  and  from  various  causes  come  to  wrong  conclusions.  But 
this  may  hapiKJn  in  any  other  mode  in  which  the  truth  of  facts  may  be  determined. 
But  the  posKibility  of  falling  into  mistake  can  not  deter  the  court  from  acting  and, 
when  all  the  means  of  astrertaining  the  truth  are  exhausted,  can  not  prevent  the 
ju<lgment  from  being  at  least  so  far  conclusive  as  to  protect  all  those  who  are  com- 
pelie<l  to  act  under  it  and  to  abide  by  its  final  adjudication. 

And  from  a  very  recent  decision  bj'^  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court,  on  appeal  from  the  supreme  court  of  Massachusetts,  in  the  case 
of  Andrews  r.  Andrews  (not  yet  reported),  it  appears  to  be  the 
unquestioned  practice  for  the  probate  court  in  that  State  to  determine 
the  question  of  marriage.  The  facts  in  that  case  are  similar  to  those 
in  this  case.  On  a  testator's  will  in  favor  of  a  son's  wife  being  filed  in 
the  probate  court  of  Suffolk  County,  Mass.,  a  first  wife  appeared  and 
claimed  the  property  as  against  a  second  wife,  alleging  the  invalidity 
of  a  foreign  divorce  from  her,  secured  by  the  son  prior  to  his  second 
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TDarriage;  and  the  probate  court  decided  on  the  evidence  that  said 
divorce  was  invalid  and  that  the  first  wife  was  entitled  to  the  property 
daimed. 

Such  a  decree  '^is  a  judgnnient  in  rem,  and  is  evidence  of  the  facts 
adjudicated  a^inst  all  the  world."  (Ennis  i\  Smith,  14  How.,  430; 
also,  1  Green,  on  Ev.,  sees.  525,  550;  Hilton  u  Guyot,  169  U.  S.,  167; 
Exton  V.  Jule,  14  N.  J.  Eq.,  501.) 

And  it  is  an  exception  to  the  general  rule  (that  a  judgment  is  not 
admissible  against  third  parties)  that —  » 

Whenever  reputation  would  be  admissible  evidence,  there  a  verdict  between  strangers 
in  a  former  action  is  evidence  also;  such  as  in  cases  of  manorial  rights,  public  rights 
of  way,  immemorial  custom,  disputed  boundary,  and  pedigrees.  (Patterson  r.  Gaines, 
6  How.,  599;  see  also  2  Freeman  on  Judg.,  sec.  419;  Pile  r.  McBratney,  15  111.,  314.) 

In  the  State  of  Maine  (see  Camden  i\  Belgrade,  75  Me.,  126)  and  gen- 
erall}^  a  prior  marriage  may  be  established  merely  by  proof  of  repu- 
tjition,  cohabitation,  and  acknowledgment,  although  the  subsequent 
maiTiage  is  shown  by  record  evidence. 

iJnder  these  decisions,  the  probate  finding  that  Catherine  Denis,  and 
not  this  claimant,  was  the  soldier's  widow  would  appear  to  be  entirely 
admissible  herein  as  evidence  of  the  fact  found. 

Such  finding,  however,  is  not  conclusive  upon  this  Department  in 
this  claim  (Mary  J.  Storms,  10  P.  D.,  192),  as  the  subject-matter  of 
this  claim  is  not  identical  with  that  in  said  probate  proceeding.  The 
res  in  that  proceeding  was  the  propert}^  I'ight,  as  to  which  only  the 
finding  as  to  marriage  and  widowhood  is  conclusive  upon  all  the  world, 
as  held  in  the  decisions  cited.  The  res  in  this  claim  is  the  pension 
right,  as  to  which  this  Department  alone  has  jurisdiction  to  decide, 
and  in  deciding  which  it  is  not  bound  in  law  by  the  finding  of  any 
other  tribunal  which  may  have  passed  upon  the  question  of  marriage, 
which  is  in  issue  herein,  as  in  said  probate  proceeding,  only  inciden- 
tally and  not  directly.     (Ann  Green,  12  P.  D.,  306-310.) 

It  is  the  function  of  thi.s  Department  itself  to  decide  whether  this 
claimant  is  the  one  entitled  under  the  Federal  pension  laws  to  receive 
the  pension  provided  therein,  as  it  was  of  said  probate  court  to  decide 
whether  she  was  the  one  entitled  under  the  State  laws  of  distribution 
to  receive  the  property  vested  under  those  laws. 

The  laws  of  Congress,  which  alone  govern  this  Department  in  its 
adjudication  of  a  pension  claim,  provide,  by  the  act  of  August  7, 1882, 
that  marriages  shall  be  proven  in  such  claim  to  be  legal  marriages 
"according  to  the  laws"  of  the  place  where  the  parties  resided. 

The  decision  of  a  court  is  not  a  law  within  the  meaning  of  said  act 
of  August  7,  1882.  The  United  States  Supreme  Court  so  held  m 
Swift  V.  Tyson  (16  Pet.,  18)  as  to  a  very  similar  stiitute,  and  stated  the 
word  "  laws"  so  used  "  is  strictly  limited  to  local  stjitutes  (and  their  con- 
struction by  the  local  tribunals)  and  local  usages  "  having  the  force  of 
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laws.  The  decisions  of  courts  are,  they  say,  "  at  most  only  evidence 
of  what  the  laws  are,  and  are  not  of  themselves  laws." 

The  Supreme  Court  has  held  also  that  the  decision  of  a  State  court 
was  not,  as  such,  under  the  Constitution,  a  law  which  might,  by 
impairing  or  failing  to  give  eflFect  to  a  contract,  confer  jurisdiction 
upon  a  Federal  court.  (Railroad  Co.  v.  Rock,  4  Wall.,  177;  Knox  v. 
Exchange  Bank,  12  Wall.,  379;  New  Orleans  Water  Works  Co.  v. 
Louisiana  Sugar  Refining  Co.,  126  U.  S.,  18.) 

In  Meister  v,  Moore  (96  U.  S.,  76),  the  leading  case  as  to  the  bind- 
ing character  of  a  State  court's  decision  upon  the  question  of  what  \s  a 
valid  marriage  in  that  State,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
held  only  that  such  decision  is  binding  as  to  its  ''construction  given 
to  the  statute"  of  the  State,  as  showing  the  "  meaning  and  effect"  of 
such  statute  and  what  was  by  it  a  valid  marriage,  as  a  matter  of  con- 
structive law;  and  they  did  not  hold  that  a  State  court's  decision  as  to 
whether  a  valid  marriage  under  such  statute  was  established  in  any 
particular  case  was  binding  upon  the  United  States  Supreme  Court. 

There  being  no  question  in  this  case  of  any  construction  of  a  State 
statute,  the  finding  (as  to  marriage)  of  the  probate  court  is  not  entitled 
in  law  to  any  force  and  effect  whatever  in  this  claim,  although,  as  stated 
in  Swift  V.  Tyson,  supra,  it  may  be  entitled  to  great  consideration  and 
respect.  It  has  only  such  effect  as  the  Department  may  see  fit  to  give 
it  as  some  evidence  of  the  fact  to  be  decided  herein — whether  this  claim- 
ant is  the  one  entitled  as  widow  to  receive  the  pension. 

But  while  the  Department  is  thus  free  in  law  to  decide  upon  all  the 
evidence  before  it  whether  a  claimant  is  the  widow,  under  the  laws  of 
the  State,  it  will,  as  a  rule,  accept  the  finding  as  to  that  fact  made  by 
a  competent  State  tribunal  in  an  apparently  legal  manner,  as  shown  by 
a  final  judgment  not  vacated  or  appealed  from  or  denoting  on  its  face 
its  own  invalidity,  and  will  not  allow  a  claimant  to  go  l)ack  of  such 
judgment  and  readjudicate  before  the  Department  the  same  question; 
but  such  judgment  will  be  accepted  as  conclusive  before  this  Depart- 
ment as  to  such  claimant's  status. 

In  view  of  the  imperfect  showing,  however,  in  this  c^ase  as  to  the 
record  of  the  probate  court  herein,  the  secondary  evidence  as  to  such 
records  may  be  reviewed  briefly. 

The  loss  of  said  records  is  fullv  shown  and  secondary  evidence  as  to 
their  nature  and  purport  is  clearlj'^  admissible.  (1  Greenleaf  on  Ev., 
sec.  509;  Gore  v,  Elwell,  22  Me.,  442;  Cady  v.  Eggleston,  11  Mass., 
282;  Pruden  v.  Alden,  23  Pick.,  184;  Tyler  v.  Dyer,  13  Me.,  41;  Nason 
V.  Jordan,  62  Me.,  480;  Camden  v.  Belgrade,  78  Me.,  204.) 

In  the  case  last  cited  it  was  held  also  that — 

Admission  of  such  certificate  (of  marriage  which  a  witness  testifies  to  having  seen  in 
possession  of  one  of  the  parties  to  the  disputed  marriage) ,  or  in  case  of  its  loss,  oral 
evidence  of  its  contents  does  not  depend  upon  the  genuineness  or  official  character  of 
the  document.  *  *  *  Proof  of  its  genuineness  and  that  it  was  given  by  one  act- 
ing in  an  official  capacity  may  enhance  its  weight,  but  will  not  affect  its  admissibility 
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It  ia  admiesible  without  Buch  proof.  And  if  it  were  not  admissible  without  some 
evidence  of  its  authenticity,  the  fact  that  it  is  kept  and  produced  by  one  of  the  par- 
ties as  evidence  of  the  marriage  would  be  sufficient  evidence  of  its  genuineness  to 
render  it  admissible. 

So,  also,  in  this  case,  the  fact  that  said  probate  court,  in  whose  cus- 
tody this  certified  copy  of  the  French  marriage  records  and  the  cor- 
roborating affidavits  are  proved  to  have  once  been,  and  which  is  proved 
to  have  accepted  them  as  properly  in  evidence  in  that  contest,  should 
be  accepted  as  sufficient  evidence  of  their  genuineness  and  authenticity 
to  entitle  them,  were  they  now  on  file  in  that  court,  or  secondary 
proof  of  their  contents  on  proof  of  their  loss,  to  be  introduced  in 
evidence  in  this  claim. 

Such  evidence  being  considered  herein,  it  would  unquestionably 
have  to  be  held  thereon  that  the  prior  marriage  of  the  soldier  is  cstjib- 
lished  thereb}'^  and  the  consequent  invalidity  of  his  marriage  to  this 
claimant. 

In  Harrison  v.  Lincoln  (48  Me.,  205)  it  was  held  that  a  party  who 
proves  the  due  solemnization  of  a  marriage,  with  subsecjuent  (cohabi- 
tation, presents  a  prima  facie  case,  which  casts  the  burden  of  proving 
its  invalidity  upon  the  contestant. 

In  the  case  of  a  pension  claim,  however,  there  is  no  such  shifting  of 
the  burden  of  proof  upon  the  Government,  as  the  Government  is  not 
a  contestant  of  title.  (Mary  J.  Gilliland,  13  P.  D.,  00.)  The  burden 
of  proof  of  the  marriage  of  a  pension  claimant  as  widow  rests  entirely 
upon  her,  and  she  must  establish  a  legal  and  valid  marriage  and  widow- 
hood before  pension  may  be  allowed  her. 

The  prima  facie  case  presented  by  this  claimant  when  she  filed 
herein  the  record  of  her  and  soldier's  marriage  and  proved  their 
cohabitation  thereafter  is  rebutted  by  the  evidence  as  to  his  prior 
marriage  and  the  fact  that  his  first  wife  was  living  at  the  time  of  his 
remarriage  and  at  his  death.  There  is  no  pretense  of  any  divorce 
from  said  first  marriage,  and  no  grounds  for  any  presumption  of  a 
divorce  therefrom  exist.  It  is,  on  the  contrar}',  to  be  presumed 
there  was  no  divorce,  else  the  probate  court  would  not  have  rendered 
its  decree  finding  the  first  wife  to  be  the  widow;  and  that  court  must 
be  presumed  to  have  adjudicated  the  question  of  widowhood  upon 
sufficient  showing  of  the  facts  as  to  a  divorce. 

Under  the  laws  of  Maine,  this  claimant  can  not  be  held  to  be  the 
soldier^j  widow.  The  rejection  of  her  claim,  therefore,  was  proper 
and  is  affirmed. 
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DECIaARATIONS-DISCHARGE. 

Minors  of  John  Gillespie. 

A  dec'laration  for  pension  executed  prior  to  discharge,  although  filed  subfleqnently, 

is  void  and  of  no  effect  a8  the  foundation  of  a  claim. 

Aft,siHaftt  Secretai^  F,  Z.  Camjo^dl  (o  the  CommiAmonei*  of  Penmmis^ 

March  16,  1903. 

This  appellant,  Jane  A.  Gillespie  (now  deceased),  was  allowed  pen- 
sion, certificate  No.  1413(),  under  the  Revised  Statutes,  in  January, 
1901,  as  widow  of  John  Gillespie,  a  water  tender  or  fireman  on  the 
U.  S.  S.  Michigan,  serving  under  successive  enlistments  from  Decem- 
ber 8,  18S2,  to  May  19,  1899,  and  dying  June  27,  1899. 

The  sailor  left  pending  in  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  a  claim  for  pen- 
sion filed  Mil}'  20,  1899,  No.  44921,  which  was  rejected,  at  the  same 
time  the  widow's  claim  was  allowed,  on  the  gi'ound  ''declaration  not 
accepted  as  valid,  as  it  was  apparently  execut(»,d  before  discharge  from 
service;"  and  the  widow's  attorneys  appealed  April  1,  1901,  contend- 
ing at  length  that  this  declaration  is  valid,  the  gist  of  their  contention 
and  argument  1)eing  that  allegation  and  proof  of  dischai'ge  are  inima- 
t(M*ial  in  adjudicating  the  substantive  original  title  to  pension;  that 
such  title  rests  alone,  under  sections  4692  and  4693  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  upon  proof  of  incurrence  in  line  of  duty  in  service  of  a  dis- 
ability, and  that  the  fact  of  discharge  affects  only  the  payment  of  the 
pension  to  which  the  soldier  is  thus  entitled  by  reason  of  incurrence 
of  disability,  and  is,  under  section  4724  of  the  Revised  Statutes  and 
the  act  of  March  8,  1891,  merel}^  a  limitation  of  payment  under  such 
title  and  not  itself  an  element  of  title. 

On  April  10,  1902,  said  widow  died,  leaving  two  minor  children,  who 
were  also,  in  December,  1902,  allowed  pension,  certificate  No.  15488, 
on  account  of  the  soldier,  and  who  arc  entitled  to  complete  his  pending 
claim  and  receive  an}'  accrued  jx^nsion  due  thereunder  if  it  be  valid. 

The  declamtion  in  the  appealed  claim  bears  date  of  May  18,  1899. 
The  jurat  is  dated  in  "May,  1899,"  only,  which  must  bo  i>resumed  to 
have  been  on  the  same  day  of  the  month  jts  is  stated  m  the  bod}'  of  the 
instrument  itself. 

The  attorney «  call  particular  attention  in  their  appeal  to  the  cases 
of  William  H.  Hagarty  (10  P.  D.,  359)  and  Asa  H.  Dilley  (11  P.  D., 
257);  the  former  holding  that  a  declaration  executed  in  fact  after  but 
on  the  same  day  as  discharge  is  not  invalid  because  executed  on  that 
day,  and  the  latter  that  a  declaration  filed  after  the  declarant's  death 
is  not  a  pending  claim  within  the  meaning  of  section  4718  of  the 
Revised  Statutes. 
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Neither  of  these  holdings  applies  to  the  present  case.     The  only 

pertinent  statement  in  the  Hagarty  decision  is  the  observation  that — 

The  Aflsistant  Attorney-General  [whose  opinion  upon  the  question  in  that  case  is 
qaoted  in  full  in  said  decision]  holds  substantially  that  a  claimant  can  not,  under 
statutory  provisions,  execute  a  valid  declaration  while  in  the  service,  '^for  the  reason 
he  could  not  truthfully  allege  discharge  from  the  service." 

The  Assistant  Attorney -General  referring,  in  his  said  opinion,  to  the 

acts  of  March  3,  1879,  and  March  3,  1891,  and  to  section  4724  of  the 

Revbed  Statutes,  stated — 

While  these  statutory  provisions  would  seem  to  preclude,  or  at  least  to  render  inef- 
fectual, the  filing  of  an  application  for  pension  before  discharge,  and  while  the  claim- 
ant could  not  well  execute  an  application  for  pension  before  that  time,  for  the  reason 
that  he  could  not  truthfully  allege  discharge  from  the  service,  an  item  of  proof  essen- 
tial to  pension,  there  is,  etc.    *    *    * 

As  the  question  of  the  validity  of  a  declaration  filed  prior  to  dis- 
charge was  not  presented  in  that  case,  this  expression  by  the  Assistant 
Attorney-General  can  not  be  regarded  as  an  authoritative  opinion  by 
him  upon  it. 

This  precise  question  waSy  however,  decided  by  the  Department  on 
March  22, 1899,  in  the  submitted  claim  of  William  H.  Walcutt,  referred 
to  in  the  Hagarty  decision,  and  it  was  then  held  that  ^'  a  declaration 
for  pension  executed  before  the  right  to  receive  a  pension  accrues  is 
absolutely  void;"  affirming  decision  in  C.  D.  Pennybaker  (2  P.  D., 
257),  holding  that  a  declaration  executed  prior  and  filed  subsequent  to 
the  passage  of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  is  invalid;  and  overruling 
decision  in  H.  S.  Berlin  (4  P.  D.,  97),  holding  contra  as  to  a  declara- 
tion filed  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890;  also  citing  with  approval,  as 
in  support  of  the  C.  D.  Pennybaker  decision,  the  dictum  of  the  Carley 
decision  (7  P.  D. ,  12)  to  the  eflfect  that  a  declaration  under  the  act  of 
January  29,  1887,  executed  prior  to  the  declarant's  sixty-second  year 
or  prior  to  his  disability  would  be  invalid. 

The  attorneys  in  the  present  case  contend  that  "  the  right  to  receive 
a  pension  accrues,"  not  on  discharge,  as  was  evidently  assumed  in  the 
Walcutt  decision,  but,  under  sections  4692  and  4693  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  eo  instanti  and  ipso  facto  the  incurrence  in  line  of  duty  in 
service  of  a  disability,  and  that  a  declaration  may,  consequently,  be 
executed  on  such  incurrence,  although  it  ma}'^  not,  perhaps,  be  filed  nor 
payment  of  pension  made  until  after  discharge. « 

This  point  was  made  in  the  printed  brief  and  argument  of  the  attor- 
neys in  the  Hagarty  case,  in  which  the  attorneys  in  the  present  case 
were  counsel.  •  A  distinction  was  then  sought  to  be  made  between  (1) 
the  substantive  right  of  pension,  (2)  the  right  to  file  a  claim,  and  (3) 
the  right  to  receive  payment,  which  rights  they  contend  may  not  be 
identical  in  point  of  time  of  accrual,  and  the  first  of  which  is,  they 
hold,  sufficient  to  support  the  execution  of  a  declaration,  the  other 
rights  being  only  limitations  upon  the  first. 


282  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   PENSIONS. 

Were  said  sections  4692  and  4693  the  sole  statutes  on  this  subject- 
matter,  some  such  distinction  might,  possibly,  be  made;  but  these 
sections  must  be  construed  in  connection  with  other  cognate  laws  in 
pari  materia,  and  when  so  construed  it  is  readily  seen  that  under  the 
present  laws  no  right  of  pension  can  accrue  prior  to  discharge. 

Said  sections  4692  and  4693  provide  as  follows: 

Every  person  specified  in  the  several  classes  enumerated  in  the  following  section, 
who  has  been,  since  March  4,  1861,  or  who  is  hereafter  disabled  under  the  condi- 
tions therein  stated,  shall,  upon  making  due  proof  of  the  fact,  according  to  such 
forms  and  regulations  as  are  or  may  be  provided  in  pursuance  of  h&w,  be  placed  on 
the  list  of  invalid  pensioners  of  the  United  States  and  be  entitled  to  receive  *  *  ♦ 
such  pension  as  is  hereinafter  provided    *    *    *; 

the  commencement  of  pension  to  be  also  "as  hereinafter  provided;" 
and — 

The  |)ersons  entitled  as  beneficiaries  under  the  preceding  section  are  as  follows: 
First.  Any  officer  *  *  *  or  any  enlisted  man  *  *  *  disabled  by  reason  of 
any  wound  or  injury  received  or  disease  contrac;ted  while  in  the  service  of  the 
United  States  and  in  the  line  of  duty. 

Said  section  4724  provides  that — 

No  person  in  the  Army,  Navy,  or  Marine  Corps  shall  draw  both  a  pension  as  an 
invalid  and  the  pay  of ^  his  rank  or  station  in  the  service,  unless  the  disability  for 
which  the  pension  was  granted  be  such  as  to  occasion  his  employment  in  a  lower 
grade  or  in  the  civil  branch  of  the  service. 

The  act  of  March  3,  1891,  provides  that — 

Hereafter  no  pension  shall  be  allowed  or  paid  to  any  officer,  noncommissioned 
officer,  or  private  in  the  Army,  Navy,  or  Marine  Corps  of  the  United  States,  either 
on  the  active  or  retired  list. 

And  the  act  of  March  3,  1879  (repealing  section  4709  of  the  Revised 
Statutes),  that  all  pensions  (for  disabilities  contmcted  since  March  4, 
1861)  shall  commence  from  the  death  or  discharge  of  the  person  on 
whose  account  granted  ''if  the  disability  o(*.curred  prior  to  discharge; 
and  if  such  disabilit}'^  occurred  after  discharge,  then  from  the  date  of 
actual  disability,"  or  from  the  termination  of  the  right  of  party  hav- 
ing prior  title  to  such  pension,  provided,  the  application  be  filed  prior 
to  July  1,  1880;  "otherwise,  the  pension  shall  commence  from  the 
date  of  filing  the  application." 

It  is  manifest,  as  stated,  from  these  laws  that  no  right  of  pension 
can  accrue  prior  to  discharge  nor  any  right  to  pension  until  the  claim 
be  actually  allowed.  Said  section  4692  makes  the  double  right  to  be 
** placed  on  the  list  of  invalid  pensioners"  and  ''to  receive*  *  *  * 
pension  "  not  absolute  by  reason  merely  of  incurrence  of  the  disability, 
as  specified  in  the  succeeding  section,  but  contingent  "upon  making 
due  proof  of  the  fact"  of  such  incurrence,  and  this  contingent  right  is 
limited  further  b}^  the  provisions  as  to  commencement  and  payment 
of  pension.     Congress  evidently  did  not  intend  in  said  section  4693 
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the  empty  honor  of  merely  being  placed  on  the  pension  roil  without 
the  right  also  to  receive  payment  of  pension.  The  object  and  purpose 
of  the  pension  system  is  a  practical  benefit — the  paj^ment  of  a  certain 
smn  at  certain  intervals  to  certain  beneficiaries — and  Congress  has 
coupled  with  the  right  to  be  placed  on  the  pension  roll  the  concurrent 
right  to  receive  the  pension.  Furthermore,  the  act  of  March  3,  1891, 
explicitly  prohibits  any  allowance  as  well  as  any  payment  of  pension 
to  any  soldier  while  in  service.  Under  these  express  provisions  it  is 
clear  that  no  person  may  be  placed  on  the  pension  roll  under  said  sec- 
tions 4692  and  4693  except  and  until  he  be  entitled  to  receive  pay- 
ment of  pension,  which  can  not  be  until  he  shall  have  been  discharged 
from  service  and  shall  have  filed  a  claim,  and  even  then  not  until  the 
claim  be  allowed. 

It  is  the  evident  intent  of  the  present  laws  that  discharge  shall  be 
an  essential  basic  fact  prerequisite  to  the  accruing  of  any  title;  and 
the  title  which  then  accrues  is  only  an  inchoate  one,  carrying  with  it 
no  right  whatever  other  than  the  mere  right  to  file  a  claim,  and 
remaining  inchoate  until  the  claim  be  actually  allowed,  the  filing  of 
the  claim  being  of  no  legal  effect  except  as  a  limitation  upon  payment 
of  the  pension. 

The  fact  of  discharge,  therefore,  is,  as  stated  by  the  Assistant 
Attorney-General,  an  item  of  proof  essential  to  pension,  and  must  be 
alleged  in  the  declaration.  This  being  so,  a  declaration  executed 
prior  to  discharge  is  void,  as  no  possible  title  to  pension  can  then 
exist  or  be  set  up. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  affirmed  accordingly. 


RERATTNG— INCREASE— ACTS  JUNE  27,  1890,  AND  MAUCH  6,  1896. 

William  I.  Bonsall. 

1.  The  act  of  March  6, 1896,  has  no  application  to  this  case  for  the  reason  that  claim- 

ant's original  application  was  not  rejected,  suspended,  nor  dismisssd. 

2.  The  claim  for  increase  filed  March  9, 1899,  was  properly  rejected,  as  claimant  died 

before  being  examined  by  a  board  of  surgeons,  as  section  4698 J  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  provides  that  no  increase  of  pension  shall  be  allowed  to  commence  prior 
to  the  date  of  the  examining  surgeon's  certificate  establishing  the  same,  made 
under  the  i)ending  claim  for  increase. 

Assistant  Secretary  3f.   W.  Miller  to  t/ie  Qnnmissuynef^  of  Pensimis^ 

March  W,  1903. 

The  appellant  in  the  above-entitled  case,  Emily  Bonsall,  is  complet- 
ing claim  of  William  Bonsall,  who  served  as  private  in  Company  C, 
Seventh  Iowa  Volunteer  Infantry,  from  July  15, 1861,  until  March  24, 
1862,  she  being  his  lawful  widow. 
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The  soldier  filed  his  original  declaration,  claiming  a  pension  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  on  August  22,  1892,  and  under  this  applica- 
tion a  rate  of  $6  was  allowed  for  rheumatism,  disease  of  heart,  and 
bronchitis.  On  January  26, 1894,  his  pension  was  increased  to  $8  per 
month,  and  under  date  of  December  22,  1896,  he  made  application 
for  a  further  increase,  which  was  rejected  July  22,  1897.  On  Jan- 
uary 3,- 1898,  he  filed  a  claim  for  increase  and  rerating  under  the 
provisions  of  the  acts  of  June  27, 1890,  and  March  6, 1896,  asking  that 
increased  rate  be  allowed  from  December  22, 1896,  the  date  of  his  last 
application. 

Before  this  claim  was  acted  upon  another  application  for  increase 
was  filed  March  9,  1899,  alleging  increased  disability  due  to  rheuma- 
tism, heart  disease,  and  results,  and  also  loss  of  left  arm  above  elbow. 
On  August  5,  1899,  the  soldier  died,  not  having  been  officially  medic- 
ally examined  under  this  last  application. 

Under  date  of  June  18,  1901,  both  claims  were  rejected  b}^  the  Pen- 
sion Bureau,  as  follows: 

Claim  for  rerating  under  act  of  March  6,  1896,  rejected;  not  entitled. 
Reject  for  loss  of  arm,  alleged  March  9,  1899,  not  established,  and  soldier's  death 
aiid  no  medical  examination  since  filing. 

An  appeal  was  filed  June  26, 1901,  contending  that  the  action  of  the 
Bureau  was  erroneous  and  unjust.  It  is  stated  that  the  rejection  of 
the  claim  under  the  act  of  March  6,  1896,  was  contrary  to  the  evi- 
dence on  file  in  the  case  and  the  decisions  of  the  Department;  and  it  is 
further  alleged  that  the  evidence  in  the  case  shows  that  the  soldier  was 
absolutely  incapacitated  for  earning  a  support  by  any  kind  of  phys- 
ical or  mental  labor,  and  that  he  should  have  been  given  the  maximum 
rate  under  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890. 

An  examination  of  the  certificates  of  medical  reports  and  the  evi- 
dence in  the  case  shows  unmistakably  that  the  soldier  was  not  entitled 
to  an  increased  rate. 

It  is  stated  in  the  declaration,  and  also  in  the  appeal,  that  this  claim 
was  made  under  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  and  the  act  of  March  (>,  1896.  The  act  of  March  6,  1896, 
hsis  no  appliaition  whatever  in  this  case.  In  the  general  appropriation 
bill  approved  March  6,  1896,  for  the  payment  of  invalid  and  other 
pensions  for  the  year  ending  June  30,  1897,  it  is  provided: 

That  whenever  a  claim  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  has  been,  or 
shall  hereafter  be,  rejected,  susjwnded,  or  dismiased,  and  a  new  application  simll 
have  been,  or  shall  hereafter  be,  allowed  in  such  claim,  such  i)en8ion  shall  date 
from  the  time  of  filing  the  first  applicatiooi,  provide<l  the  evidence  shall  show  a 
pensionable  disability  to  have  existed,  or  to  exist,  at  the  time  of  filing  such  first 
application,  anythinj^  in  any  law  or  ruling  of  the  Department  to  the  contrary 
notwithstanding. 
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It  is  clearly  apparent  that  this  act  relates  solely  to  the  conimence- 
nient  of  pensions  under  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890, 
and  is  restricted  in  its  application  to  a  particular  class  of  cases,  viz, 
those  in  which  the  first  application  filed  has  been,  or  shall  hereafter 
be,  ''  rejected,  suspended,  or  dismissed,"  and  subsequently  a  now 
application  has  been  or  shall  be  filed  and  pension  allowed.  In  every 
such  case  the  pension  shall  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  the  first 
application,  provided  the  evidence  in  the  case  shall  show  a  pensionable 
disability  to  have  existed  at  that  date. 

This  makes  it  manifest  that  the  act  of  March  6,  189(5,  can  have  no 
possible  application  in  this  case  as  has  been  stated  before.  (See  cases 
of  James  J.  Durkee,  8  P.  D.,  152,  and  Wesley  Dalrymple,  10  P.  D., 
250.) 

As  above  snown  another  application  for  increase  was  filed  March  9, 
1899,  alleging  disability  due  to  rheumatism,  heart  disease  and  results, 
and  also  loss  of  left  ann  above  elbow.  Prior  to  an  official  medical 
examination,  on  August  5,  1899,  the  soldier  died,  as  a  result  of  an 
operation  amputating  his  arm. 

Section  4698i  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States  provides 
as  follows: 

Except  in  cases  of  permanent  specific  disabilities,  no  increase  of  pension  shall  be 
allowed  to  commence  prior  to  the  date  of  the  examining  surgeon's  eertificat-e  estab- 
lishing the  same,  made  under  the  pending  claim  for  increase,  and  in  this,  as  well  as 
all  other  cases,  the  certificate  of  an  examining  surgeon  or  of  a  board  of  examining 
surgeons  sliall  be  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions. 

It  will  be  readily  seen  from  this  provision  of  the  law  that  it  is  essen- 
tial in  a  claim  for  increase  that  there  be  an  official  medical  examination, 
and  without  one  the  chim  necessarily  must  fail,  regardless  of  the  sol- 
dier's condition.  Otherwise  it  would  be  impossible  to  know  when  the 
increased  rate  should  commence.  This  has  been  clearly  and  fully  dis- 
cussed in  the  opinions  of  this  Department  repeatedly.  It  appears  that 
this  claim  was  properly  adjudicated  in  accordance  with  existing  laws 
and  the  instructions  from  this  Department  to  the  Commissioner  of 
Pensions,  July  28,  1897,  paragraph  6,  9  P.  D.,  93. 

Action  of  rejection  of  claim  filed  January  3,  1898,  affirmed,  as  no 
manifest  injustice  was  done,  no  error  of  law  or  fact  committed  in  fix- 
ing the  rate  of  pension. 

Action  of  rejection  of  claim  filed  March  9,  1899,  affirmed. 
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RESTOll^VTION— UENKWAI^ACTS   OF   MAIiCU    3,    lOOl,    AND    MARCH    3, 

1865. 

Mary  Nicholas  as  widow  of  Francis  Wallace. 

Pension  certificate  having  been  duly  issueii  in  Decern l)er,  1864,  signed,  and  delivered 
to  claimant  as  widow  of  the  soldier,  she  was  ** placed  upon  the  pension  roll" 
thereby  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1901,  although  no  pension 
was  ever  paid  her  imder  such  certificate,  pension  being  subsequently,  under  the 
act  of  March  3,  1865,  granted  and  paid  the  soldier's  minor  child. 

Assistant  Secretary  M.   W,  Mllhr  to  the  Corrunissuyfier  of  Pensions^ 

March  20,  1903. 

This  appellant,  Mary  Nicholas,  on  April  17,  1901,  filed  a  claim  under 
the  act  of  March  3,  1901,  for  renewal  of  pension,  originally  granted 
her  by  certificate  No.  35273,  issued  Deceml>er  7,  1864,  as  widow  of 
Francis  Wallace,  who  died  July  2,  1863,  while  a  member  of  Company 
C,  Fourteenth  Indiana  Infantry,  and  terminated  by  her  remarriage 
October  27,  1864,  but  never  paid  to  her,  it  being  paid  instead,  under 
the  act  of  March  3, 1865,  to  a  minor  child  of  the  soldier,  under  certifi- 
cate No.  54523,  issued  August  30,  1865. 

Said  claim  was  rejected  in  June,  1901,  on  the  ground  that  claimant 
''was  never  a  pensioner  as  the  widow  of  the  deceased  soldier,  as 
required  by  the  provisions  of  said  act;"  and  on  July  16,  1901,  she 
appealed,  contending  that  she  was,  in  fact,  placed  upon  the  pension 
roll,  although  never  paid  the  pension,  and  is  therefore  entitled,  under 
section  1  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1901,  to  restoration. 

Said  act  of  March  3,  1901,  amends  section  4708  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  by  adding  thereto  the  following  provision: 

That  any  widow  who  was  the  lawful  wife  of  any  officer  or  enlisted  man  in  the 
Army,  Navy,  or  Marine  Corps  of  the  United  States,  during  the  period  of  his  service 
in  any  war,  and  whose  name  was  placed  or  shall  hereafter  be  placed  on  the  pension 
roll  because  of  her  husband's  death  as  the  result  of  wound  or  injury  received  or  dis- 
ease contracted  in  such  military  or  naval  service,  and  whose  name  has  been  or  shall 
hereafter  be  dropped  from  said  pension  roll  by  reason  of  her  marriage  to  another 
])er8on  who  has  since  died  or  shall  hereafter  die,  or  fror^  whom  she  has  been  hereto- 
fore or  shall  l)e  hereafter  divorced,  upon  her  own  application  and  without  fault  on 
her  part,  and  if  she  is  without  means  of  support  other  than  her  daily  labor  as  definetl 
by  the  acts  of  June  27,  1890,  and  May  9,  1900,  shall  be  entitled  to  have  her  name 
again  placed  on  the  pension  roll  at  the  rate  now  provided  for  widows  by  the  acts  of 
July  14,  1862,  March  3,  1873,  and  March  19,  1886,  such  pension  to  commence  from 
the  date  of  filing  of  her  application  in  the  Pension  Bureau  after  the  approval  of  this 
act: 

And  provided  further,  That  where  such  widow  is  alrca<ly  in  receipt  of  a  pension 
from  the  United  States  she  shall  not  be  entitled  to  restoration  under  this  act: 

And  provided  further ,  That  where  the  pension  of  said  widow  on  her  second  or  sub- 
sequent marriage  has  accrued  to  a  helpless  or  idiotic  child,  or  a  child  or  children 
under  the  age  of  16  years,  she  shall  not  be  entitled  to  restoration  under  this  act 
unless  said  helpless  or  idiotic  child,  or  child  or  children  under  16  years  of  age,  l)e 
then  a  member  or  members  of  her  family  and  cared  for  by  her,  and  upon  the  restora- 
tion of  said  widow  the  payment  of  pension  to  said  child  or  children  shall  cease. 
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Under  this  act  a  widow  must  have  been  ^'  placed  on  the  pension  roll 
because  of  her  husband^s  death  as  the  result  of  *  *  *  military  or 
naval  service,"  and  have  been  "dropped  from  said  roll  by  reason  of 
her  marriage  to  another  person." 

Whether  this  appellants  name  was  ever  actually  inscribed  upon  the 
roll  of  the  agency  where  her  pension  certificate  was  made  payable  does 
not  appear.  Presumably  it  was.  But  whether  or  not  would  appear  to 
be  immaterial,  as  it  is  not  believed  the  law,  in  providing  the  widow 
should  have  been  placed  upon  the  pension  roll,  contemplated  such 
inscription  upon  the  mere  payment  roll  of  an  agency,  but  the  admis- 
sion of  the  name  upon  the  general  pension  roll  of  the  Pension  Bureau 
as  that  of  one  to  whom  pension  is  or  has  been  granted.  The  mere  enter- 
ing and  recording  the  name  upon  the  roll,  however,  is  a  purely  minis- 
terial act;  and  it  would  seem  that  the  true  construction  of  the  law 
would  be  that  a  person  should  be  considered  as  placed  upon  the  pension 
roll  when  the  pension  certificate  is  issued,  that  is,  when  it  is  duly 
signed,  indorsed,  and  delivered  to  the  grantee.  The  grantee  thereby 
acquires  a  right  to  be  inscribed  both  upon  the  general  pension  roll  of 
the  Government,  if  by  inadvertence  it  is  not  already  done,  and  upon 
the  particular  payment  roll  of  the  agency  where  his  certificate  is  made 
payable,  and  should  be  considered  in  law  as  having  been  so  inscribed, 
whether  actually  so  or  not. 

In  John  R.  Goard  (9  P.  D.,  355)  the  Department  held  that  where  a 
pensioner's  disability  had  been  duly  and  finally  determined  not  to  have 
been  incurred  in  line  of  duty,  and  that  he  was  not  therefore  entitled 
to  pension,  and  nothing  further  remained  to  be  done  except  to  strike 
his  name  from  the  rolls — 

the  omisBion  of  this  perfunctory  and  formal  act  pursuant  to  action  approved  for  drop- 
ping did  not  confer  at)  y  benefit  upon  nor  deprive  him  of  any  right  he  might  have 
had  had  his  name  actually  been  dropped  from  the  rolls.  As  a  matter  of  law  his 
name  was  dropped  from  the  rolls  to  all  intents  and  for  all  purposes.  Under  the 
action  of  the  Bureau  the  claimant  8too<l  without  pensionable  status,  and  the  reten- 
tion of  his  niune  upon  the  pension  roll  was  a  mere  nullity. 

The  records  show  this  appellant's  pension  certificate,  allowing  her 
pension  from  the  soldier's  death  to  the  date  of  her  remarriage,  was 
issued  on  the  date  given  above,  was  recorded  in  Book  B,  volume  1, 
page  278,  and  was  sent  to  her  attorne3\  It  is  presumed,  therefore, 
to  have  been  delivered,  delivery  not  being  denied  (2  Wharton  on  Evi- 
dence, sec.  1328). 

The  appellant  should,  accordingly,  be  held  to  have  been  placed  upon 
the  pension  roll  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Upon  this  ground  the  action  appealed  from  is  reversed,  other  points 
not  being  considered,  and  the  claim  remanded  for  further  adjudication 
under  said  act  of  March  3, 1901;  attention  being  invited  also  to  the 
act  of  February  28,  1903,  amending  the  former  act. 


288  DECISIONS   EELATING    TO    PENSIONS. 

seuvice—ilecoiu>-evidence— prior  service-practice. 

Margaret  C.  Steele  (widow). 

In  the  al)8ence  of  a  record  in  the  War  Department  of  a  prior  military  eervioe  of  the 
deceased  soldier,  the  allegation  by  his  widow  that  he  had  such  prior  service  was 
immaterial,  and  the  rejection  of  her  claim  for  pension  upon  the  ground  of  her 
inability  to  furnish  evidence  showing  in  what  organization  such  alleged  prior 
service  was  rendered  was  improper  and  erroneous, 

AHiiUtiint  Sciyretary  M.  TT.  Miller  to  tlie  CoTnmiss^ioner  of  Pens^iwis^ 

March  20,  1903. 

Margaret  C.  Steele  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  on  September  30, 
1897,  an  application  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  third  sec- 
tion of  the  act  of  June  27,  181)0,  as  widow  of  Thomas  A.  Steele,  late  a 
private  in  Company  K,  One  hundred  and  fortieth  Indiana  Volunteer 
Infantry,  alleging  that  said  soldier  had  served  for  more  than  ninety 
days  in  said  organization  during  the  war  of  the  rel>ellion,  had  been 
honorabl}'  discharged  fiom  said  service,  and  had  died  on  Septembc^r  1, 
1897,  leaving  her  as  his  lawful  widow  surviving,  without  other  means 
of  support  than  her  daily  labor. 

This  application  for  widow's  pension  was  rejected  on  August  11, 
1901,  upon  the  following  stated  ground: 

Approved  for  rejection  on  the  ground  of  claimant's  declared  inability  to  furnish 
necessary  evidence  to  show  oi^ganizations  in  which  soldier  is  alleged  to  have  ren- 
dered prior  service,  and  hence  inability  to  establish  her  title  to  pension. 

From  this  action  of  rejection  the  pit^sent  appeal  was  taken  on 
August  31,  1901. 

The  official  military  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  the 
deceased  soldier  served  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  in  the  above- 
named  organization  from  October  1,  1864,  to  July  11,  1865,  upon 
which  date  he  was  honorably  discharged  and  mustered  out  of  the  serv- 
ice with  his  company.  There  is  no  other  record  in  the  War  Depart- 
ment indicating  that  the  soldier  ever  rendered  any  other  military 
service  than  that  above  indicated,  or  that  he  ever  at  any  time  was  a 
member  of  any  other  organization  in  the  military  service  of  the 
United  States. 

The  deceased  soldier  was  himself  allowed  a  pension  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  second  se<^tion  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  based  upon 
his  service  in  Company  K,  One  hundred  and  fortieth  Indiana  Volun- 
teer Infantry,  as  shown  by  the  records  of  the  War  Department,  which 
pension  he  drew  from  March,  1892,  to  the  date  of  his  death. 

The  onl}'  evidence  appearing  in  this  case  indicating  that  the  soldier 
had  ever  rendered  a  prior  military  service  to  that  shown  by  the 
reconls  of  the  War  Department  consists  of  a  statement  by  this  appel- 
lant that  he  had  twice  enlisted  and  served  in  the  Army  prior  to  his 
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enlistment  in  Company  K,  One  hundred  and  fortieth  Indiana  Volun- 
teer Infantry,  first  for  a  term  of  three  months,  and  second  for  a  term 
of  six  months*  She  states  that  her  husband  had  informed  her  that  he 
had  rendered  this  prior  service,  but  in  what  organizations,  whether 
State  or  Federal,  or  in  what  capacity,  whether  as  an  enlisted  man  or 
a  civilian  employee,  she  did  not  know.  Several  other  witnesses  have 
also  stated  that  they  knew  that  the  deceased  soldier  had  rendered  prior 
military  service  to  that  shown  by  the  record,  but  when,  for  how  long, 
in  what  organizations,  or  anything  else  whatever  about  it,  they  did 
not  know. 

In  the  absence  of  any  record  in  the  War  Department  of  a  prior  mil- 
itary service  by  the  soldier,  and  with  no  better  evidence  of  such  prior 
service  than  the  foregoing,  the  Department  would  presume  that  the 
.soldier  had  rendered  no  other  military  service  during  the  war  of  the 
rebellion  than  that  shown  by  the  record.  But  even  if  the  evidence 
was  sufficient  to  establish  the  fact  that  the  soldier  had  rendered  a 
prior  military  service,  that  fact  would  be  immaterial  in  this  case  and 
could  not  affect  this  appellant's  title  to  pension,  and  would  be  no  suffi- 
cient reason  for  denying  her  a  pension  under  th(  act  of  June  27, 1890. 

All  the  facts  necessary  to  give  her  title  to  pension  under  the  provis- 
ions of  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  so  far  at  least  as 
the  service  of  her  husband  is  concerned,  are  shown  by  the  record  in 
this  case,  and  the  mere  indefinite  statement  that  the  soldier  had  at 
some  time  or  somewhere  rendered  some  other  service  is  wholly  insuf- 
ficient to  put  her  upon  proof  as  to  the  exact  facts  of  such  alleged 
service,  and  affords  no  basis  for  denying  her  a  pension  because  of  her 
inability  to  furnish  such  proof. 

The  ground  upon  which  this  case  was  rejected  was  never  a  proper 
one  at  any  time,  but  the  fact  of  a  prior  service  of  the  soldier  is  now 
rendered  absolutely  and  wholly  immaterial  in  any  case  like  this  by 
the  passage  of  the  joint  resolution  of  Congress  of  Jul}^  1,  1902.  The 
service  of  this  soldier  that  is  shown  by  the  record  was  unquestionably 
his  last  term  of  military  service;  it  was  of  more  than  six  months  dura- 
tion; it  was  faithfully  performed  throughout;  there  is  no  proof  that 
he  received  any  bounty  or  gratuity  at  his  enlistment  therein,  and  he 
was  honorably  discharged  therefrom.  It  can  therefore  make  no  par- 
ticle of  difference,  so  far  as  the  title  of  this  appellant  to  pension  as  his 
widow  is  concerned,  whether  the  soldier  had  a  prior  term  of  military 
service  or  not,  or  whether  he  had  been  honorably  discharged  from 
such  prior  term  of  military  service  or  not,  since,  under  the  provisions 
of  the  second  section  of  said  joint  resolution,  he  must  be  held  and  con- 
sidered to  have  been  honorably  discharged  from  all  prior  terms  of 
service,  if  he  had  any. 

The  Department  is  therefore  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  rejec- 
tion of  this  claim  for  widow's  pension  upon  the  ground  stated  was 
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error,  and  said  action  of  rejection  is  hereby  reversed  and  set  aside, 
and  you  are  directed  to  cause  said  claim  to  be  reopened  and  readju- 
dicated  upon  its  merits. 


INCREASE— lUSUATrVG— INSANE  PERSONS— RATE—COMMENCEMENT. 

Patrick  Mallon  (deceased). 

The  objective  conditions  manifested  at  the  medical  examination  made  of  the  soldier 
Novemlxjr  30,  1900,  pursuant  to  his  claim  for  increase  filed  June  14,  1900,  when 
he  v^as  pensioned  at  the  second-grade  rate  for  *' chronic  diarrhea,  and  disease  of 
inind  and  nervous  system,  result  of  sunstroke,"  were  such — when  considered  in 
connection  with  the  collateral  facts  adduced  in  the  case — as  warranted  the  allow- 
ance of  the  $50  rate  from  the  date  of  said  examination. 

Under  authority  vested  in  her  by  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Joel  Ames,  insane 
(8  P.  D.,  171),  and  in  several  other  cases,  his  wife,  as  next  friend,  filed  a  claim 
for  the  rerating  of  his  invalid  claim  from  the  date  of  its  original  allowance,  con- 
t^mding  that  he  was  entitled  to  either  the  $50  rate  or  the  $72  rate  from  said  date. 
This  contention  is  untenable,  as  by  the  express  terms  of  the  acts  of  March  4, 
1890,  and  July  14,  1892,  respectively,  the  rate  provided  by  the  former  act  can 
onlv  be  allowed  in  such  ca^^es  as  the  one  at  bar  from  the  date  of  the  certificate  of 
an  examining  surgeon  or  board  of  surgeons,  showing  title  to  such  rate,  and  the 
allowance  of  the  rate  prescribed  in  the  latter  act  is  prohibited  from  any  date 
prior  to  the  date  of  such  a  certificate.  Title  to  the  $72  rate  was  not  shown;  and 
inasmuch  as  the  allowance  of  the  $50  rate  has  been  directed  in  the  soldier's  claim 
for  increase  no  other  readjustment  of  rates  is  warranted. 

AHf<l^tnnt  Secretary  M,    W.  Miller  to  tlie  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

March  20,  1903, 

Patrick  Mallon,  deceased,  according  to  a  report  from  the  War 
Department  dated  January  13,  1900,  was  enlisted  August  6, 1884,  and 
assigned  to  Company  K,  Seventh  United  States  Infantry,  from  which 
organization  he  m  as  discharged  August  6, 1889.  He  was  again  enlisted 
Novcmlier  19,  1889,  and  assigned  to  Company  A,  Nineteenth  United 
States  Infantry,  from  which  he  was  discharged  February  18,  1893,  but 
reenlisted  in  same  company  and  regiment  December  12,  1893,  and  was 
discharged  therefrom  December  11,  1898.  On  January  21,  1899,  he 
again  enlisted  and  was  assigned  to  Company  C,  Seventh  United  States 
Infantry,  from  which  he  was  discharged  July  30,  1899,  on  a  surgeon's 
certificate  of  disjibility  for  discharge. 

The  cause  for  discharge  assigned  in  such  certificate  of  disability  was: 

(teneral  debility,  following  heat  prostration  while  in  Porto  Rico;  feebleness  of  gait; 
slowncps  of  speech,  and,  at  times,  mental  wandering. 

On  the  24th  of  March,  1900,  a  certificate  of  pension  on  account  of 
chronic  diarrhea,  and  disease  of  mind  and  nervous  system,  result  of 
sunstroke,  at  the  second-grade  rate,  from  August  21, 1899,  the  date  of 
filing  his  original  declaration  for  pension,  was  issued  to  the  soldier. 
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On  June  14,  1900,  he  filed  a  claim  for  increaise,  wherein  he  alleged 
that  he  had  become  so  feeble  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  diseases  on 
account  of  which  he  was  pensioned  had  become  so  aggravated  that  he 
required  the  aid  of  another  person.  He  was  examined  pursuant  to 
this  application,  November  30,  1900,  at  Barnes  Hospital,  Soldiers' 
Home,  this  city,  by  the  secretary  of  one  of  the  local  boards  of  examin- 
ing surgeons.  He  had  been  an  inmate  of  this  hospital  ever  since  filing 
his  first  claim  for  pension. 

The  objective  conditions  manifested  at  the  said  medical  examination 
of  the  soldier  were,  according  to  the  certificate  thereof,  as  follows: 

Digestive  system:  Tongue  somewhat  coated;  some  epigastric  and  intestinal  tender- 
nees.  Liver  and  spleen  neither  engoi^ged  nor  sensitive;  four  to  six  evacuations  daily 
alleged.  Nutrition  fair;  some  amemia;  strength  poor.  Claimant  unable  to  state 
amount,  but  alleges  recent  loss  of  weight.  Muscles  soft  and  flabby.  No  piles,  fissure, 
fistula,  or  prolapsus. 

Nervous  system:  Patellar  reflex  exaggerated.  Sensation  of  skin  of  Ixxly  and' 
extremities  increased.  Claimant  alleges  an  occasional  inability  to  control  evacua- 
tions of  bladder  and  bowels  (clothing  not  soiled  at  present).  Pupils  respond  to 
light,  shade,  and  distance  slowly.  Some  ankle  clonus.  No  ginlle  pains  alleged. 
During  examination  claimant  answers  questions  slowly  and  has  a  marked  tendency 
to  cry.  Coordination  impaired.  Gait  slow,  unsteady,  and  somewhat  spastic.  Mem- 
ory poor;  headache  allied.  Claimant  has  tendency  to  pitch  forward  and  Imckward 
while  standing.  Speech  unsteady  and  halting;  fainting  spells  alleged.  Claimant's 
mental  condition  is  poor;  he  answers  questions  with  great  effort,  cries,  and  efforts  to 
remember  past  occurrences  is  very  marked.  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  condition  of 
claimant's  nervous  system  is  due  to  cause  alleged.  No  hallucinations  or  delusions. 
Extremities  symmetrical.     Fifty  dollars  per  month. 

This  claimant  is  so  disabled  from  disease  of  digestive  system  and  disease  of  nervous 
system  as  to  require  the  frequent  and  perio<iical,  though  not  regular  and  constant, 
personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person  and  is  entitled  to  $50  i)er  month. 

Inasmuch  as  the  examining  surgeon  reported  that  the  pensioner 
recjuired  "the  frequent  and  periodical,  though  not  regular  and  con- 
stant, personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person"  by  reason  of  the 
causes  of  disability  for  which  he  was  pensioned,  and  that  he  was,  there- 
fore, entitled  to  the  ^50  rate,  his  said  certificate  was  returned  to  him 
by  the  Bureau  for  a  statement  as  to  the  purposes  for  which  the  serv- 
ices of  another  pei*son  were  required,  and  it  was  asked:  ''Is  he  able  to 
dress  himself,  and  attend  to  calls  of  nature  unaided?  Can  he  feed 
himself?"    In  reply  to  such  query,  the  examinmg  surgeon  said: 

From  general  condition  of  claimant's  nervous  system  and  statenients  made  by  doc- 
tor and  attendant  in  charge  the  claimant's  mental  condition  is  such  that  he  frequently 
needs  watching  and  restraint  to  keep  him  from  wandering  away  from  tlie  hospital, 
and  to  attend  to  calls  of  nature.  At  time  of  examination  lie  had  to  1x3  aided  by 
attendant  to  dress,  although  able  to  undress. 

It  appears,  however,  that  the  Bureau  was  not  satisfied  that  the  con- 
ditions described  in  the  said  certificate  of  examination  brought  the 
ease  within  the  purview  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  July  14,  181)2, 
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and,  consequently,  on  January  26, 1901,  rejected  the  claim  for  increase 
under  which  the  examination  referred  to  was  made. 

Subsequently,  on  April  13,  1901,  the  soldier's  wife,  as  his  next 
friend,  filed  another  .claim  for  increase,  wherein  it  was  alleged  that  he 
required  '^thc  constant  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person."  This 
claim  was  rejected  August  13,  1901,  on  the  ground  that  the  soldier 
died  without  being  medically  examined  thereunder.  In  support  of 
such  claim,  the  evidence  of  two  attendants  at  the  hospital  where  the 
soldier  was  then  being  treated  was  filed  April  16,  1901. 

Timothy  B.  Lebane  testified  as  follows: 

I  have  known  Patrick  Mallon,  late  Company  C,  Seventh  Infantry,  since  August 
16,  1899,  the  date  of  his  admission  to  this  hospital. 

This  man  is  without  doubt  a  mental  and  physical  wreck.  He  can  not  find  the 
dining  room  of  the  hospital  without  being  shown;  is  unable  to  dress  or  undress  him- 
self, owing  to  extreme  nervousness;  is  absent-minded  and  wanders  in  his  speech;  he 
is  shaky  and  feeble,  has  crying  spells,  and  can  not  get  along  without  an  attendant. 

I  have  had  charge  of  the  nurses  who  waited  on  him  since  he  came  to  the  home. 
The  opinion  of  all  is  that  he  is  demented  and  requires  an  attendant. 

August  Johnson  said: 

1  have  known  Patrick  Mallon,  late  of  Company  C,  Seventh  Infantry,  since  Feb- 
ruary 8,  1901.  This  man  is  without  a  doubt  a  mental  and  physical  wreck.  He  can 
not  find  the  dining  room  of  the  hospital  without  being  shown;  is  unable  to  dress  or 
undress  himself,  owing  to  extreme  nervousness;  is  absent-minded  and  wanders  in  his 
speech;  he  is  shaky  and  feeble,  has  crying  spells,  and  can  not  get  along  without  an 
attendant. 

I  have  had  charge  of  him  as  a  nurse  since  the  8th  of  February.  The  opinion  of 
all  is  that  he  is  demented  and  requires  an  attendant. 

The  rejection  of  the  said  claim  for  increase  on  the  grounds  stated 
was,  however,  the  only  action  that  could  be  taken  therein — for  in  the 
absence  of  a  medical  examination  and  certificate  thereof  there  was  no 
date  from  which  an  increase  in  rate  could  have  been  made  to  com- 
mence, even  though  such  an  increase  had  been  warranted  by  the  then 
existing  conditions. 

The  wife  of  the  pensioner  also  tiled  on  April  13,  1901,  as  his  next 
friend,  a  claim  for  the  rerating  of  his  pension  from  the  date  of  its 
commencement.  This  claim  was  rejected  August  15,  1901,  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  no  reason  from  a  medical  standpoint  for  any 
such  action. 

Inasmuch  as  both  of  these  said  claims  for  increase  and  rerating, 
resjKictively,  were  instituted  by  the  wife  of  the  soldier  during  his  life- 
time, and  at  a  time  when  he  was  non  compos  mentis,  her  authority  to 
make  and  prosecute  the  same  was  vested  in  her  by  the  rule  laid  down 
in  the  case  of  Joel  Ames,  insane  (8  P.  D.,  171),  that — 

Where  a  person  has  l>een  judicially  declared  insane,  or  is  confined  in  an  institution 
for  the  safe  keeping,  care,  and  treatment  of  the  insane,  he  must  prosecute  his  or  her 
claim  by  next  friend,  guardian,  or  committee;  Imt  payment  will  be  made  only  to 
the  qualified  guardian  or  committee. 
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This  rule  reaffimed  similar  rules  previously  laid  down  in  the  cases 
of  Simon  P.  Showalter  (7  P.  D.,  478)  and  Joseph  Crawford  (7  P.  D., 
582);  and  such  rules  were  again  promulgated  in  the  case  of  Benjamin 
R.  Mays  (10  P.  D.,  109).  Relative  to  that  part  of  the  rule  enunciated 
in  the  Ames  case  in  regard  to  the  person  or  persons  to  whom  the  pen- 
sion in  such  cases,  if  allowed,  could  be  paid,  it  was  held  in  the  Mays 
case  that — 

The  sailor  being  dead  and  the  right  to  the  pension  applied  for  having,  upon  his 
death,  vested  in  his  widow,  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  is,  of  course,  unnecessary. 
In  fact  it  might  be  dispensed  with,  even  if  he  were  alive,  by  the  exercise  of  the  dis- 
cretionary power  vested  in  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  by  the  ac^t  of  August  8, 1882. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  rules  recited  that  conflicts  with  the  inile  laid 
down  in  the  case  of  Leander  Mood}^  deceased  (12  P.  D.,  212),  to  the 
effect  that  the  widow  of  a  deceased  soldier  has  no  more  right  to  file 
and  prosecute  a  claim  for  the  rerating  of  his  invalid  pension  after  his 
death  than  she  would  have  had  to  set  up  such  a  claim  during  his  life- 
time, or  to  have  filed  and  prosecuted  a  claim  for  original  invalid  pen- 
sion or  increase  of  same  in  his  name,  unless  he  was  mentally  incompe- 
tent to  prosecute  such  claims  himself  and  she  was  his  duly  appointed 
guardian.  It  might,  however,  have  been  well  in  this  connection  to 
have  added  the  words,  except  as  his  next  friend  or  as  his  committee. 
But  inasmuch  as  the  question  of  insanity  was  not  involved  in  the 
Moody  case  the  rules  applicable  to  the  cases  of  insane  persons  were 
not  referred  to  in  detail  in  the  consideration  of  such  case. 

In  consequence  of  the  aforesaid  adverse  actions  of  the  Bureau  in  the 
claims  referred  to,  a  separate  appeal  from  the  rejection  of  each  claim 
was  filed  November  23,  1901,  by  the  attorney  of  record  in  the  case. 

Considering  first  the  appeal  in  the  soldier's  claim  for  increavse,  as 
that  claim  antedated  the  said  claim  for  rerating  filed  bj^  his  wife,  it  is 
noted  that  the  only  contention  therein  set  up  is,  in  effect,  that  the  con- 
ditions manifested  at  the  medical  examination  made  of  the  pensioner 
pursuant  to  his  said  claim  for  increase  warranted  the  allowance  of  the 
$50  rate  from  the  date  of  such  examination. 

The  report  of  said  examination,  in  so  far  as  the  pensioned  causes  of 
disability  are  concerned,  has  been  fully  set  out  above,  and  while  it  was 
not  as  complete  and  satisfactory  as  might  have  been  desired,  it  never- 
theleas  showed  that  the  degree  of  disability  due  to  said  pensioned 
causes  had,  as  might  have  been  expected,  b}-  reason  of  the  progressive 
nature  of  such  causes,  very  materially  increased  since  the  date  of  the 
first  medical  examination  made  of  the  soldier,  the  one  made  in  pursu- 
ance of  his  original  claim  for  pension,  viz.,  on  fFanuary  27, 1900.  This 
said  former  medical  examination  was  made  bv  a  full  l)oard  of  exam- 
ining  surgeons  in  this  city,  before  which  the  soldier  was  then  able  to 
appear.  The  said  latter,  or  second  examination,  however,  was  made 
by  the  secretary  of  one  of  the  other  local  boards,  and  was  made  at  the 
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hospital  where  the  soldier  was  then  confined,  by  reason  of  his  inability 
to  again  appear  before  a  full  board^of  surgeons.  This  fact  alone  would 
indicate  a  very  material  increase  of  disability. 

As  before  stated,  the  said  examining  surgeon  reported  in  his 
amended  certificate  of  the  examination  in  question  that — in  addition 
to  conditions  observed  bv  himself — the  doctor  and  attendants  at  the 
said  hospital  (Barnes  Hospital,  Soldiers'  Home,  District  of  Columbia, 
told  him  that  the  mental  condition  of  the  soldier  was  such  that  he 
needed  watching  and  restraint  to  keep  him  from  wandering  away  from 
the  hospital,  assistance  in  attending  to  calls  of  nature  and  in  dressing. 
The  soldier  told  him  that  he  had  four  to  six  watery  evacutions  daily, 
and  that  oc<5asionally  there  was  inability  to  control  either  his  bladder 
or  bowels.  There  was  no  evidence  of  any  attempt  on  the  part  of  the 
claimant  to  deceive  or  to  exaggerate  existing  conditions.  The  exam- 
ining surgeon  expressed  the  opinion  that  said  conditions,  as  he  found 
them,  warranted  the  allowance  of  the  $50  rate. 

On  November  8,  1900,  in  response  to  a  request  of  the  Bureau  there- 
for, the  attending  surgeon  at  the  aforesaid  hospital — a  major  and  sur- 
geon, U.  S.  Army — furnished,  through  the  governor  of  the  Soldiers' 
Home,  the  following  report  as  to  the  treatment  given  the  soldier  sub- 
sequent to  his  admission  to  the  Home,  August  16,  1899: 

In  hospital:  August  17,  1899  to  August  27,  1899,  and  October  3, 1899  to  March  10, 
1900,  for  general  physical  and  mental  weakness;  April  10  to  April  22,  1900,  for  ver- 
tigo; October  20,  1900  to  date  for  vertigo  and  mental  weakness.  He  needs  frequent 
and  periodical  aid  and  attendance. 

The  soldier  was  still  in  the  hospital  when  he  was  examined,  as  before 
stated,  on  November  30, 1900;  and  it  is  made  to  appear,  in  the  afore- 
said appeal  in  the  claim  for  rerating  that  was  instituted  by  \ih  wife  as 
his  next  friend,  which  will  hereinafter  bo  considered,  that  he  continued 
to  be  a  patient  in  said  hospital  until  about  June  1,  1901,  when  he  was 
transferred  to  the  Government  Hospital  for  the  Insane  (St.  Elizabeth's), 
this  city,  where  he  died  a  few  daj's  later,  on  June  3,  1901,  from 
"exhaustion  from  organic  disease  of  brain,  chronic  dementia,  with 
leptomeningitis,"  according  to  the  return  of  death  made  by  his  attends 
ing  physician  at  this  hospital. 

These  additional  facts  show  that  the  conditions  on  account  of  which 
the  soldier  was  pensioned  progressed  quite  rapidly  until  they  reached  a 
fatiil  termination,  after  a  duration  of  three  years  and  two  weeks. 

After  fourteen  years  of  honorable  service  in  the  Regular  Army  of 
the  United  States,  the  soldier,  as  a  result  of  his  service  in  the  recent 
war  with  Spain,  was  visited  by  the  greatest  affliction  that  can  befall  a 
human  being,  namely,  loss  of  reason. 

In  the  case  of  Lovell  Bullock  (12  P.  D.,  244)  it  was  held: 

(1)  That  inasmuch  as  there  is  no  provision  of  law,  as  is  the  case  m  total  blind- 
ness and  in  other  specific,  ix'rmanent  causes  of  disability,  which  prescribes  a  fixed 
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rate  for  insanity,  per  ho,  no  matter  what  the  degree  thereof  may  l)e,  neither  the  $50 
rate  nor  the  $72  rate  should  be  allowed  for  such  cause  of  disability  unless  the  degree 
of  disability  due  thereto  is  shown  to  be  such  as  to  wholly  disqualify  the  claimant  or 
pensioner  for  manual  labor,  and  also  necessitates  either  the  frequent  and  {>erio<licaI 
or  the  regular  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person.  (George  Welch,  3 
P.  D.,  121;  James  Caton,  6  P.  D.,  159;  Eppenetus  Mcintosh,  10  P.  D.,  172.) 

(2)  That  the  question  as  to  whether  or  not  a  pensioner  requires  the  personal  aid 
and  attendance  of  another  person  is  not  wholly  a  medical  one.  (E<lmund  ().  l^eers, 
7  P.  D.,  113;  John  J.  Hill,  7  P.  D.,  142.) 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  inability  of  the  soldier  to  perform  manual 
labor  by  reason  of  the  causes  of  disability  for  which  he  was  granted  a 
pension  was  never  questioned,  as  is  evidenced  b}^  the  allowance  of  the 
seoond-gitide  rate  for  such  causes  of  disabilit3\  It  is  neither  contended 
nor  shown  that  he  was  so  totally  and  permanently  helpless  at  the  date 
of  the  last  medical  examination  to  which  he  was  subjected  ns  to  require 
the  regular  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person;  h(»nce,  the 
only  question  to  be  determined  is,  were  the  objecttive  conditions  mani- 
fested at  such  examination,  and  the  other  facts  collaterally  adduced  in 
the  premises,  such  as  to  warrant  the  conclusion  that  the  pensioner 
required  "the  frequent  and  periodical,  though  not  regular  and  con- 
stant, personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  i^rson,"'  b}'  reason  of 
the  degree  of  disability  due  to  the  causes  acc^epted  as  of  service  origin; 
and  thus — it  having  already  been  established  that  he  was  '^'totally 
incapacitated  for  performing  manual  labor  by  reason  of  disease  con- 
tracted in  the  service  of  the  United  States  and  in  line  of  duty  " — ])ring 
the  case  within  the  purview  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  fluly  14, 
1892? 

In  the  judgment  of  the  Department,  the  facts  presented  in  this  case, 
as  herein  set  out,  show  that  the  amountof  aid  and  attendance  both 
required  by  and  accorded  the  soldier  during  the  last  six  months  of  his 
life  by  reason  of  pensioned  causes  was  greater  than  that  either  required 
or  accorded  in  the  case  of  John  Johnson  (1)  P.  D.,  249),  in  which  the 
allowance  of  the  $50  rate  was  recommended  ]>y  the  Bureau,  or  in  the 
case  of  Ira  W.  Hay  ford  (1)  P.  D.,  307),  in  which  the  ^50  rate  was 
allowed  by  direction  of  the  Department. 

It  IB,  therefore,  hereby  held  that  the  action  of  January  26,  1JH)1, 
rejecting  the  soldier's  claim  for  increase  was  error;  such  action  is 
reversed  accordingly,  and  with  the  return  of  the  papers  in  the  cjise 
the  Bureau  will  please  proceed  to  readjudicate  said  claim  in  accordance 
with  the  views  herein  enunciated  at  as  early  a  date  as  pmcticable,  as 
the  case  has  been  made  special. 

Considering  next  the  appeal  in  the  claim  for  rerating,  it  is  noted 
that  it  is  contended  by  the  attorney  of  record  in  the  case  that  the  evi- 
dence presented  shows  the  condition  of  the  soldier  to  have  been  such 
as  to  require  the  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person  from  the  date 
of  filing  his  original   application   for   pension;    that  the  conditions 
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described  in  the  certificate  of  the  medical  examination  upon  which  the 
|30  rate  (second  grade)  was  based  also  showed  that  he  required  the  aid 
and  attendance  of  another  person,  and,  hence,  that  the  rate  allowed 
was  inadequate  to  the  degree  of  disability  shown. 

In  the  claim  for  a  rerating  of  the  soldier's  pension — filed  by  his  wife, 
as  his  next  friend — it  was  alleged  that  since  the  16th  day  of  August, 
1899,  the  former  had  been  a  patient  in  Barnes  Hospital,  Soldiers' 
Home,  District  of  Columbia;  that  he  was  a  physical  and  mental  wreck, 
as  a  result  of  the  causes  of  disability  for  which  he  was  pensioned, 
requiring  the  regular  and  constant  aid  and  attendance  of  another  per- 
son; and  that  he  was  entitled  to  a  rating  of  $72  per  month  from  the 
date  of  his  original  allowance  of  pension;  but  in  the  pending  appeal 
from  the  rejection  of  said  claim  it  is  not  contended  that  a  rating  in 
excess  of  $50  per  month  should  have  been  allowed  in  lieu  of  the  second- 
grade  i-ate. 

It  matters  not,  however,  whether  it  is  claimed  or  contended  that 
either  the  one  or  the  other  of  said  rates  should  have  been  allowed  from 
the  date  on  which  the  invalid  pension  commenced,  as  either  or  both  of 
such  contentions  would  be  untenable.  By  the  specific  terms  of  the 
act  of  March  4, 1890,  which  provides  for  the  allowance  of  a  pension  at 
the  rate  of  $72  per  month  in  certain  classes  of  cases,  the  said  rate  can 
only  be  allowed  in  such  cases  as  the  one  at  bar  from  the  date  of  the 
certificate  of  an  examining  surgeon  or  board  of  surgeons  showing  the 
existence  of  a  condition  of  such  total  and  permanent  helplessness  from 
injuries  received  or  disease  contracted  in  the  service  and  line  of  dutj^ 
as  to  require  the  regular  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  per- 
son, as  this  case  does  not  come  within  that  class  of  cases  otherwise 
provided  for  in  the  said  act.- 

By  the  express  terms  of  the  act  of  July  14,  1892,  which  established 
an  intermediate  rate  of  pension  between  $30  and  $72  per  month,  the 
rate  therein  provided,  namely,  $50  per  month,  can  not  be  made  to 
commence  from  any  date  in  any  case  except  from  and  after  the  date  of 
the  certificate  of  an  examining  surgeon  or  board  of  examining  sur- 
geons showing  the  existence  of  a  degree  of  disability  by  reason  of 
injuries  received  or  disease  contracted  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty 
that  not  onl}^  totally  incapacitates  the  claimant  or  pensioner  for  per- 
forming manual  labor,  but  also  disables  him  to  such  an  extent  that  he 
requires  the  frequent  and  periodical,  though  not  regular  and  constant, 
personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person. 

Inasmuch  as  it  has  already  been  determined — in  the  considera- 
tion of  the  appeal  from  the  rejection  of  the  claim  for  increase,  filed 
by  the  soldier  during  his  lifetime — that  he  was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Jul}-  14, 1892,  from  November  30, 1900,  the 
date  of  the  medical  examination  held  pursuant  to  such  claim,  and 
the  date  of  the  second  and  last  medical  examination  held  in  the  case, 
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there  is  but  one  other  possible  date  from  which  a  prior  allowance  of 
either  the  $50  rate  or  the  $72  rate — were  title  to  either  of  such  i*ates 
shown — could  be  made  to  commence  under  the  aforesaid  claim  for 
rcrating,  namely,  the  date  of  the  first  medical  examination  made  of  the 
soldier — January  27,  1900. 

As  heretofore  stated,  the  said  first  medical  examination  of  the  soldier 
was  made  b}'  a  full  board  of  examining  surgeons.  The  findings  of  this 
board  were  to  the  effect  that  the  claimant  was  ''so  disabled  from  mel- 
ancholia as  to  be  wholly  incapacitated  for  the  performance  of  manual 
labor,"  and  that  he  was,  consequently,  "entitled  to  a  mting  of  $30  per 
month  "  (second  grade).  The  conditions  described  in  the  certificate  of 
said  examination  were  not  such  as  to  warrant  the  conclusion  that  the 
soldier  required  either  the  frequent  and  periodical,  or  the  regular  and 
constant,  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person;  and  it  seems 
quite  evident  that  the  examining  surgeons  were  of  the  opinion  that  the 
second-grade  rate  was  adequate  to  the  degree  of  disability  then  mani- 
fested. Inasmuch,  then,  as  the  allowance  of  neither  of  the  rates. in 
question  appears  to  have  been  warranted  from  the  date  of  the  said  first 
medical  examination  made  of  the  soldier,  the  only  other  date  from 
which  either  of  such  rates  could  be  allowed  under  the  said  claim  for 
rerating  is  the  date  of  the  second  and  last  medical  examination  to  which 
he  was  subjected;  but  in  view  of  the  fact  that  it  has  already  been 
decided  that  the  allowance  of  the  $50  rate  was  warranted  from  such 
date,  in  pursuance  of  the  soldier's  aforesaid  claim  for  increase,  and  of 
the  further  fact  that  it  has  also  been  decided  that  the  facts  presented 
did  not  warrant  the  allowance  of  the  $72  ra-te  from  that  date,  there  is 
no  other  readjustment  of  rates  that  can  be  made  in  the  case.  The 
action  appealed  from  in  the  claim  for  rerating  is,  therefore,  under  the 
circumstances,  hereby  affirmed. 


division  of  pension— act  march  8,  1800— evtdenck— marutage. 

Margery  Sharkey  v.  John  Sharkey. 

Pensioner's  contention  that  he  was  never  married  to  claimant  and  that  she  is  not  his 
lawful  wife,  is  not  sustained  by  the  evidence,  which  fairly  establishes  a  valid 
marriage  under  the  laws  of  Pennsylvania. 

Assistant  Secretary  M,   W,   Miller  to  the   Commissioner  of  Pensioris 

March  20,  1903. 

John  Sharkey,  a  pensioner  under  certificate  No.  415761,  appealed 
March  7,  1903,  from  the  Bureau  action  of  December  5,  1902,  allowing 
the  claim  of  Margery  Sharkey,  filed  December  1,  1902,  for  one-half 
his  pension  as  his  deserted  wife. 

Pensioner  contends  that  said  claimant  is  not  his  wife;  that  he  was 
never  married  to  her. 
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Claimant  in  her  answer  to  the  appeal  filed  March  16, 1903,  contends 
that  she  was  married  to  pensioner  in  March,  1868,  at  Tidioute,  War- 
ren County,  Pa.,  and  lived  with  him  as  his  wife  until  he  deserted  her 
in  1883,  and  that  two  children  were  the  issue  of  said  marriage.  She 
gives  the  name  and  address  of  a  witness  who  saw  her  marriage  certifi- 
cate before  it  was  destroyed  and  asks  that  the  witness  be  specially 
examined. 

Pensioner  testified  before  the  special  examiner  August  9,  1902,  that 
he  cohabited  with  claimant  in  said  State  from  1868  to  1881,  althoug'h 
he  lived  with  her  but  about  two  and  one-half  years  during  said  period; 
that  he  recognized  and  introduced  her  as  his  wife  to  his  neighbors  and 
relatives,  and  they  were  so  regarded* by  their  friends  and  neighbors; 
that  two  children  were  born  which  he  recognized  as  his;  and  that 
claimant  is  still  residing  on  propert}'  owned  by  him,  but  denied  that 
he  was  ever  married  to  her. 

Claimant,  whose  testimony  is  shown  to  be  entitled  to  greater  weight 
than  that  of  pensioner,  testified  to  a  ceremonial  marriage  by  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  in  Tidioute,  Pa.,  in  March,  1868,  and  this  marriage 
is  fairly  established,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  neither  the  justice 
of  the  peace  who  performed  the  ceremony  nor  either  of  the  witnesses 
who  were  present  can  be  found  or  the  witnesses  produced,  the  evi- 
dence tending  to  show  that  all  three  are  dead  and  the  certificate  of 
marriage  destroyed  by  fire.  Several  reputable  witnesses  who  knew 
the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  marriage  tostif  n'^  that  it  was  gen- 
erally understood  at  the  time  that  claimant  and  pensioner  had  been 
married;  that  her  father  was  so  opposed  to  and  incensed  at  their  mar- 
riage that  he  moved  out  of  his  house  and  left  it  to  his  daughter  and 
the  pensioner,  who  continued  to  reside  therein  as  husband  and  wife. 
These  facts  are  admitted  by  pensioner. 

It  further  appears  that  pensioner  addressed  a  letter  to  claimant  July 
8,  1885,  as  "Mi-s.  John  Sharkey,"  in  which  he  gave  his  consent  to  her 
disposal  of  the  house  owned  by  him.  Pensioner  denied  writing  the 
letter,  but  admitted  his  signature  thereto.  The  letter  and  signature, 
however,  appear  to  be  in  the  same  handwriting. 

Claimant  is  shown  to  be  a  woman  of  excellent  reputation. 

The  Department  is  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  a  legal  marriage  of 
claimant  to  soldier  has  been  proved  as  required  Iw  section  2  of  the  act 
of  August  7,  1882. 

In  the  case  of  Senser  et  al.  v.  Bower  et  ux.  (1  Penrose  and  Watts,  Pa., 
460,),  the  question  involved  was  the  validity  of  the  marriage  of  Daniel 
Zinn  and  Catherine  Kitelinger.  The  evidence  showed  that  about  1796, 
Daniel  Zinn  left  the  house  of  a  neighbor  w  ith  Catherine  Kitelinger  for 
the  purpose  of  being  married;  they  soon  returned,  and  it  was  under- 
stood that  they  were  then  man  and  wife,  and  they  lived  and  cohabited 
together  as  such  and  had  issue,  one  daughter. 
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It  also  appeared  that  many  years  prior  to  the  alleged  marriage  of 
said  parties,  said  Catherine  and  one  Jacob  Kitelinger  left  the  house  of 
a  neighber  to  go  and  be  married,  that  they  returned  soon  after  as  man 
and  wife,  and  lived  and  cohabited  together  as  such  for  several  years 
and  had  issue,  two  sons;  that  said  Kitelinger  went  to  the  western 
country,  and  had  been  absent  about  seven  3'^ears  when  his  wife  married 
Daniel  Zinn.  There  had  been  a  report  that  Kitelinger  was  dead,  but 
about  a  year  after  Zinn  died  he  returned  and  took  up  with  his  wife 
again. 

It  was  contended  on  the  pait  of  the  plaintiffs  in  error  that — 

The  proof  of  each  marriage  of  Catherine  Kitelinger  was  the  same,  and  the  first 
marriage  l)eing  first  established,  no  other  marriage  could  be  established  by  the  same 
kind  of  proof;  that  the  first  marriage  being  thus  proved  by  legal  evidence,  there  can 
lie  no  pres^miption  of  a  second  marriage  because  it  is  a  presumption  of  crime. 

The  court  declined  to  hear  the  attornevs  for  defendants  in  error 
and  held  that — 

For  civil  purposes,  reputation  and  cohabitation  are  sufficient  evidence  of  marriage; 
and  there  is  evidence  enough  in  the  case  to  show  that  the  plaintiff's  father  and 
mother  were  married  in  fact.  But  there  is  said  to  be  the  same  evidence  of  a  prece- 
dent marriage  of  the  mother  with  another  man,  who  was  alive  at  her  second  mar- 
riage, and  hence  a  supposed  dilemma.  But  the  proof  being  equal,  the  presumption 
is  in  favor  of  innocence;  and  so  far  is  this  carried  in  the  case  of  conflicting  presump- 
tions that  the  one  in  favor  of  innocence  shall  prevail.  (Citing  Stark,  on  £v.,  p.  4 
and  1248-1249.) 

The  court  below  had  held  the  second  marriage  valid  and  the  supreme 
court  of  Pennsylvania  affirmed  the  judgment. 

The  Bureau  action  appealed  from  was  fully  justified  by  the  evidence 
and  said  action  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


PRACTICK— ACT  MARCH  8,  1890— EVTDENCE— AJ»PEAI.. 

MoLLiK  A.  Pick  v.  John  H.  Pick. 

Claimant  having  failed  for  over  thirty  days,  after  receipt  of  notification  from  the 
Bureau,  to  furnish  evidence  required  as  to  her  necessitous  circumstances,  and 
there  being  no  satisfactory  evidence  in  the  case  as  to  her  financial  status,  her 
name  waa  properly  dropped  from  the  rolls  January  12,  1903. 

New  or  additional  evidence  upon  the  merits  of  a  claim  for  division  of  pension  under 
the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  filed  after  the  appeal  can  not  be  considered  on  appeal. 
See  Rule  19,  of  Practice,  approved  February  25,  1903. 

Assistant  Secretary  M.   W.  Miller  to  tlie  C<miinissi<mer  of  Pensions^ 

March  £3,  1903. 

Mrs.  Mollie  A.  Pick  appealed  February  12,  1903,  from  the  Bureau 
action  of  January  12,  1903,  dropping  her  name  from  the  roll,  on  the 
ground  that  she  had  failed  to  furnish  the  necessary  evidence  to  prove 
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that  she  is  in  necessitous  circumstances  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 
of  March  3,  1899. 
Claimant  contends  in  her  appeal  that — 

Evidence  of  her  financial  condition  had  been  furnished  as  requested,  and  receipt  for 
same  has  never  been  acknowledged  by  the  Department,  and  that  she  is  ready  and 
willing  to  furnish  said  statement  in  full,  as  required. 

The  evidence  referred  to  by  claimant  consists  of  an  affidavit  of  claim- 
ant executed  March  3, 1903,  addressed  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
and  filed  March  9,  1903;  an  a^davit  of  the  assessor  verifying  claim- 
ant's affidavit,  and  a  statement  by  him  that  the  assessed  valuation  of 
claimant's  property  for  the  year  1902  was  $700. 

Claimant  filed  an  application  February  4, 1901,  for  one-half  the  pen- 
sion of  her  husband,  John  H.  Pick,  a  pensioner  under  certificate  No. 
801516.  Her  claim  was  allowed  by  Bureau  action  of  August  29, 1901, 
on  the  ground  that  pensioner  deserted  claimant,  his  lawful  wife,  who 
is  a  person  of  good  moral  character  and  in  necessitous  circumstances. 

One  of  the  essential  facts,  to  be  established  by  satisfactory  evidence, 
to  entitle  a  wife  to  one-half  of  her  husband's  pension  under  the  act  of 
March  3,  1899,  is  her  necessitous  circumstances.  The  only  testimony 
bearing  upon  this  question  was  the  affidavit  of  two  witnesses  who  tes- 
tified that  "claimant  is,  we  believe,  in  necessitous  circumstances." 
This  testimony  was  in  the  nature  of  a  legal  conclusion,  and  stated  no 
facts  on  which  to  base  a  conclusion,  and  was  therefore  unsatisfactory 
and  insufficient.  Harris  v.  Harris  (12  P.  D.,  7-9  and  10).  Margaret 
E.  Davis  (10  P.  D.,  236-237). 

The  Bureau  therefore  very  properly  called  upon  t^laimant,  October 
18,  1902,  for  evidence  within  thirty  days  showing  the  character  and 
value  of  her  property  and  the  assessed  valuation  thereof,  which  com- 
munication was  received  by  claimant  October  25,  1902,  as  shown  by 
her  registry  receipt  card.  Claimant  failed  to  comply  with  said  Bureau 
requirement,  but  now  seeks  to  supply  the  evidence  called  for  and  have 
it  considered  on  appeal.  If  this  were  done  it  would  result  in  trans- 
ferring the  primary  duty  of  adjudication  from  the  Commissioner  of 
Pensions  to  the  Secretar}^  of  the  Interior,  whereas  the  law  imposes  that 
duty  primarily  upon  the  Commissioner,  the  duties  of  the  Secretary 
being  appellate  and  supervisory.  Rule,  19  of  Practice,  approved 
February  25,  1903,  provides  that — 

No  additional  evidence  upon  the  merits  of  the  claim  should  be  filed  by  either  appel- 
lant or  appellee,  or  considered  on  appeal. 

Claimant  having  failed  for  over  thirty  days,  after  receipt  of  notifi- 
cation from  the  Bureau,  to  furnish  evidence  required  as  to  her  neces- 
sitous circumstances,  and  there  being  no  satisfactory  evidence  in  the 
case  as  to  her  financial  status,  her  name  was  properly  dropped  from 
the  rolls  January  12,  1908. 
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It  also  follows  that  new  or  additional  evidence  upon  the  merits  of  a 
claim  for  division  of  pension  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  filed 
after  the  appeal  can  not  be  considered  on  appeal. 

It  is  perhaps  proper  to  state  that  the  construction  placed  upon 
the  words,  ''  necessitous  circumstances,"  in  the  act  of  March  3,  1899, 
was  considered  and  discussed  in  the  cases  of  Fisher  v.  Fisher  (12 
P.  D.,  336);  Pierce  v.  Pierce  (ibid,  412-415);  and  Dustin  v.  Dustin 
(13  P.  D.,  77). 

The  action  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


desbrtion-sepanation— evidence— act  march  3,  1899. 
Frances  Whitney  v.  William  W.  Whitney. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  fails  to  show  that  pensioner  deserted  claimant,  or  that  she 
was  legally  justified  in  leaving  him.  Separation  by  mutual  consent  is  not 
desertion.  Harris  r.  Harris  (12  P.  D.,  7-12),  Coats  v.  Coats  (ibid,  507),  and 
Smith  V.  Smith  (13  P.  D.) 

Assistant  Secretary  Ml    W.  Miller  to  the  CatmnUsioner  of  Pensions^ 

March  23,  1903. 

Mrs.  Frances  Whitney  appealed  February  12,  1903,  from  the 
Bureau  action  of  January  14,  1903,  rejecting  her  claim  filed  July  25, 
1902,  for  one-half  the  pension  of  her  husband,  William  W.  Whitney, 
on  the  ground  that  desertion  in  its  legal  sense  was  not  established. 

Claimant  contends  that  said  Bureau  action  was  erroneous  for  the 
reason  that  she  has 

fully  established  the  fact  of  desertion  and  nonprovision  on  the  part  of  her  said 
husband,  and  consequently  forcing  her  out  to  earn  her  own  living. 

Claimant  testified  in  an  affidavit  filed  July  25,  1902,  as  follows: 

She  does  not  claim  that  her  husband  deserted  her — that  is,  that  he  left  her  home 
and  went  away — but  that  by  reason  of  his  not  providing  for  her  and  their  children 
she  was  compelled  to  leave  and  abandon  him  and  go  out  and  make  a  living  for 
herself. 

Pensioner  testified  in  an  affidavit  filed  October  11,  1902,  that  while 
absent  from  home  at  work  claimant  left  him;  that  on  his  return  to 
their  home  he  found  that  she  had  taken  nearlv  all  the  furniture  and 
absconded;  that  he  gave  her  no  cause  for  leaving  him  and  never 
recefved  any  communication  from  her  after  she  left  him,  and  he 
furnished  the  affidavits  of  several  witnesses  to  sustain  his  contention. 

The  evidence  wholly  fails  to  show  to  what  extent,  if  any,  pensioner 
failed  to  provide  for  claimant  or  that  pensioner  deserted  claimant  or 
drove  her  from  the  marital  home,  or  that  claimant  was  legally  justified 
in  leaving  her  husband.  His  absence  from  her  is  certainly  not  against 
her  consent.     Separation  by  mutual  consent  is  not  deseition. 
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As  stated  in  the  case  of  Harris  v,  Harris  (12  P.  D.,  7-12): 

Deaertion  can  only  be  complained  of  when  it  is  against  the  will  of  the  party  who 
is  deserted.  If  there  be  a  separation  by  consent,  that  consent  shows  that  the  paittes 
deem  it  no  grievance  to  be  deprived  of  each  other's  society. 

A  separation  commenced  or  continued  by  mutual  consent  or  agree- 
ment does  not  constitute  desertion.  (9  Am.  and  Eng.  £nc3'.  of  Law, 
2d  eA,  775,  and  note  4;  Wright  v.  Wright,  80  Mich.,  572;  Ingersoll 
V.  Ingersoll,  49  Pa.  St.,  249,  and  reported  in  88  Am.  Dec,  5(X); 
Schouler's  Domestic  Relations,  6th  ed*.,  320-339.) 

See  also  departmental  decisions  in  the  cases  of  Coats  v.  Coats  (12 
P.  D.,  507),  and  Smith  v.  Smith  (13  P.  D.,  177). 

The  Bureau  action  appealed  from  was  fully  justified  by  the  evidence 
in  the  case,  the  law  applicable  thereto  and  the  decisions  of  this 
Department. 

Said  action  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


I>rVTSION  OF  PENSION— ACT  MARCH  3,   1899— NECESSITOUS 

CIRCUMSTANCES. 

Sarah  ¥j.  Daugherty  v.  William  Doherty. 

Claimant  in  the  possession  of  $2,300  worth  of  real  and  personal  estate  is  not  in  neces- 
sitous circumstances  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  her  hus- 
band being  over  77  years  of  age  and  his  means  of  support  limited  to  his  pensioo 
of  $10  per  month. 

Assistant  Secretary  M,   W,  Miller  to  the  Coinmissioner  of  Pensions, 

March  W,  1903. 

Sarah  E.  Daugherty  appealed  February  20,  1903,  from  the  Bureau 
action  of  January  24,  1903,  rejecting  her  claim  filed  July  7,  1902,  for 
one-half  her  husband's  pension,  on  the  ground  that  she  was  not  in 
necessitous  circumstances  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  March  3, 
1899. 

Pensioner,  whose  name  appears  to  be  spelled  Doherty,  was  married 
to  claimant  under  the  name  of  Daugherty. 

She  contends  in  her  appeal  that  she  is  in  necessitous  circumstances, 
as  her  home  is  mortgaged  and  the  income  on  money  due  her  is  not 
sufficient  to  keep  her  in  necessary  food  and  clothing  and  pay  interest 
on  her  home;  that  the  Department  has  frequently  held  that  a  widow 
is  dependent  if  her  income  was  less  than  $250  per  annum. 

Pensioner,  by  her  attorney  in  his  answer  to  said  appeal  filed  February 
21,  1903,  contends  that  claimant  is  not  in  necessitous  circumstances; 
that  aside  from  her  home  she  has  recently  sold  one  piece  of  property 
for  $2,000,  and  that  he  has  no  property  but  his  pension. 

According  to  claimant\s  testimony  it  appears  that  she  is  the  owner 
of  a  house  valued  by  her  at  $500,  but  mortgaged  for  $200;  that  she 
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sold  a  livery  barn  for  $2,000,  and  after  paying  off  the  mortgage  had 
left  but  $1,800;  that  she  was  50  years  of  age  and  had  earned  ''  nothing 
to  amount  to  anything  from  her  daily  labor." 

Pensioner  is  over  77  years  of  age,  and  his  means  of  support  appears 
to  be  limited  to  his  pension  of  $10  per  month. 

The  departmental  decisions  in  reference  to  dependent  widows  under 
the  act  of  May  9,  1900,  wherein  it  is  held  that  the  widow  designated 
in  said  act  who  is  without  other  means  of  support  than  her  daily  labor 
and  an  actual  net  income  of  not  exceeding  $250  per  year  is  dependent 
within  the  meaning  of  said  act  of  May  9,  1900,  are  not  authority  for 
holding  that  a  wife  in  like  financial  condition  is  in  '^  necessitous  cir- 
cumstances" within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1899,  by  reason 
of  the  difference  in  the  provisions  of  the  two  acts.  Prior  to  the  act  of 
May  9,  1900,  a  wife  with  a  net  income  of  $250  could  not  have  been 
held  to  be  dependent  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  provided 
pension  for  certain  widows  designated  in  the  act  who  were  ''  without 
other  means  of  support  than  their  daily  labor."  Eveline  Holtsworth 
(7  P.  D.,  48);  Angelina  M.  Bishop  (8  P.  D.,  357);  Ann  F.  Pinckley 
(Ibid,  446);  Maiy  E.  Hughes  (10  P.  D.,  67-71). 

The  act  of  March  3,  1899,  contains  no  such  provision  in  relation  to 
dependence  as  was  embraced  in  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  the 
amendatory  act  of  May  9,  1900,  but  provides  among  other  conditions 
to  entitle  a  wife  to  a  division  of  her  husband's  pension,  that  she  should 
be  shown  to  be  in  "  necessitous  circumstances." 

The  construction  to  be  given  these  words  was  first  considered  by 
the  Department  in  the  case  of  Fisher  v,  Fisher  (12  P.-  D.,  336),  wherein 
it  was  held  that — 

Pendoner's  condition  in  life  becomes  material  in  determining  the  *' necessitous 
condition  "  of  the  wife,  as  those  words  in  the  statute  naturally  refer  to  her  need  of 
those  necessaries  suitable  to  her  situation  and  his  condition  in  life,  and  which  the 
husband  is  bound  to  provide  or  for  which  he  is  liable  on  an  implied  contract  in  case 
he  fails  to  provide.  See  2  Kent,  p.  146;  15th  Am.  and  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law  (2d  ed.)» 
p.  875  (f),  and  note  1,  p.  877;  Clark  i'.  Cox  (32  Mich.,  204,  211,  and  212). 

The  courts,  in  passsing  upon  the  question  of  the  wife's  necessitous  circumstances, 
invariably  refer  to  the  husband's  physical  and  financial  ability,  his  condition  in  life, 
as  well  as  the  social  condition  of  the  parties. 

No  absolute  rule  can  therefore  be  laid  down  which  will  be  applicable  alike  to  all 
cases,  but  the  fact  as  to  w^hether  the  wife  is  or  is  not  in  necessitous  circumstances 
should,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Department,  be  ascertained  and  determined  according 
to  the  evidence  in  each  particular  case,  applying  the  well-known  rules  of  law  in 
cases  involving  the  question  of  necessaries.  (See  Stewart  on  Marriage  and  Divorce, 
par.  180.) 

As  stated  by  Justice  Cooley  in  the  case  of  Clark  v.  Cox  (supra) : 

"To  leave  out  of  view  the  income  or  the  capacity  to  earn  or  pnxluce  one  *  *  * 
is  to  omit  the  most  important  factor  in  the  problem." 

The  Department  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  foregoing  reasoning  of  Justice  Cooley 
is  applicable  to  this  case,  and  that  the  financial  and  necessitous  condition  of  the 
pensioner  should  be  taken  into  consideration  in  determining  the  actual  necessitous 
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condition  of  the  claimant.    They  are  facts  which  should  be  considered  in  connection 
with  other  facts  in  the  case. 

See  also  departmental  decisions  in  the  ca^es  of  Pierce  v.  Pierce 
(12  P.  D.,  412),  and  Dustin  v.  Dustin  (13  P.  D.,  77). 

In  harmony  with  the  foregoing  decisions  the  Department  is  clearly 
of  the  opinion  that  a  claimant  in  the  possession  of  $2,300  worth  of 
real  and  personal  estate  is  not  in  necessitous  circumstances  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  her  husband  being  over  77  years 
of  age  and  his  means  of  support  limited  to  his  pension  of  $10  per 
month. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


PRACTICE— INCREASE— TKST  MEDICAL.  BXAMINATIOK— 

COMMENCEMENT. 

JosiAH  Morgan. 

Where  a  claim  for  increase  has  been  rejected,  but  thereafter  another  test  medical 
examination  is  ordered,  such  action  is  a  reopening  of  the  claim,  and  increase 
may  be  allowed  from  the  date  of  such  last  examination  establishing  an  increased 
disability.    See  order  No.  22,  par.  8. 

AsHistimt  Secretary  M,  TF.  Miller  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

March  26,  1903. 

This  appellant,  Josiah  Morgan,  formerly  private  in  Company  F, 
Twenty-ninth  Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry,  is  a  pensioner  under  the 
general  law  on  account  of  bronchitis  and  resulting  disease  of  throat 
at  the  rate  of  $8  per  month.  He  filed,  August  16,  1899,  a  claim  for 
increase,  which  was  rejected  January  26,  1901,  on  the  ground  that  the 
rate  of  pension  he  was  then  receiving  was  shown  to  be  commensurate 
with  the  degree  of  disability  resulting  from  the  causes  for  which  he 
is  pensioned. 

He  entered  an  appeal  from  this  action  February  4,  1901,  through 
the  recognized  attorney  in  the  case,  contending  the  same  was  contrary 
to  the  evidence. 

The  papers  were  transmitted  to  the  Department  September  6, 1902, 
accompanied  by  an  opinion  of  the  medical  referee,  to  which  the  Bureau 
invited  attention  and  stated  the  action  proposed  by  said  oflScer  in  his 
opinion  would  be  taken  if  it  meet  the  approval  of  the  Department. 

The  opinion  to  which  reference  is  made  is  dated  September  4,  1902, 
and  reads  as  follows: 

Appeal  is  made  from  the  medical  action  of  January  25,  1901,  rejecting  the  claim 
for  increase  under  the  general  law. 

Upon  a  review  of  the  claim  it  is  found  that  the  certificate  of  medical  examination 
upon  which  the  said  action  was  based  is  invalid,  as  the  board  of  sui^geons  have  failed 
to  recommend  ratings  for  the  disabilities  described.  See  decision  of  honorable 
Assistant  Secretary,  February  1, 1896,  in  case  of  Alonzo  Roberts  (P.  D.,  vol.  8,  p.  83). 
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Therefore  permiseion  is  requested  to  order  a  test  medical  examination,  the  instruc- 
tions for  which  should  be  prepared  in  this  division. 

The  Department  duly  granted  permission  to  order  the  examination. 
The  Bureau  retransmitted  the  papers,  March  16, 1903,  to  the  Depart- 
ment with  the  following  report  of  the  Acting  Commissioner  of  Pensions : 

Respectfully  transmitted  to  the  honorable  Secretary  with  the  opinion  that  the 
action  appealed  from  should  be  adhered  to. 

Attention  is  invited  to  the  opinion  of  the  medical  referee,  dated  March  14,  1903, 
which  in  fact  adheres  to  the  rejection  of  increase  to  which  the  appeal  relates. 

A  legal  approval  cannot  be  made  as  a  basis  for  allowance  of  an  increased  rate  from 
the  date  of  the  test  medical  examination  as  proposed  by  the  medical  referee,  for  the 
reason  that  there  is  no  claim  for  increase  pending  as  required  by  section  4698^, 
Revised  Statutes.  The  claim  for  increase  filed  August  16,  1899,  was  disposed  of  by 
the  action  of  January  25,  1901,  and  that  claim  can  have  no  efficacy  as  a  basis  for 
allowance  of  increase — can  not  be  regarded  as  pending,  unless  the  action  of  January 
25,  1901,  be  utterly  vacated  and  set  aside  as  erroneous.  The  test  examination  was 
warranted  only  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  in  determining  the  accuracy  of  that  former 
action,  and  can  not  properly  be  used  to  fix  the  date  of  a  future  increase,  if,  as  in  this 
case,  it  be  held  that  the  rejection  in  question  was  proper. 

The  only  question  in  issue  under  this  appeal  is  whether  increase  from  medical 
examination  dated  March  7,  1900,  was  or  was  not  warranted. 

This  is  a  matter  of  some  importance,  as  it  involves  a  principle  of  practice  of  wider 
application  than  this  single  case. 

The  medical  referee  in  his  opinion,  to  which  reference  is  made  in  the 
preceding  report,  says: 

The  certificate  of  the  test  medical  examination  suggeste<l  by  the  medical  opinion 
of  September  4,  1902,  and  subsetiuently  authorized  by  the  honoral)le  Assistant  Sec- 
retar\%  is  now  with  the  ca.«e  and  has  been  carefull  v  considered.  This  certificate  shows 
that  the  claimant  is  suffering  from  bronchitis  and  disease  of  throat,  and  resulting 
Hli^ht  deafness  of  both  ears. 

When  the  c^se  is  reopened  and  resubmitted,  with  l^al  approval  for  the  pensioned 
disabilities,  the  rate  of  fourteen-eighteenths  will  be  allowed  from  February  11,  1903, 
the  date  of  the  test  medical  examination  under  the  claim  in  contention.  No  prior 
increase  is  warranted. 

The  Acting  Commissioner's  holding  in  his  opinion  hereinbefore 
quoted  is  not  tenable  for  the  following  reasons: 

First.  The  test  examination  was  neither  taken  or  ordered  to  be  taken 
**only ''  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  in  a  determination  as  to  the  accuracy 
of  tiie  former  medical  examination  of  this  claimant.  The  Bureau 
repudiated  the  certificate  originally  filed,  and  held  it  to  be  invalid. 
For  this  reason,  and  for  this  reason  only,  a  test  medical  examination  was 
suggested  by  the  Bureau  in  order  that,  in  the  absence  of  a  medical  cer- 
tificate (the  original  one  being  invalid)  one  should  be  obtained  and  filed. 

This  last  medical  certificate  is,  under  the  procedure  had  in  this  case 
at  the  instance  of  the  Bureau,  the  only  lawful  medical  certificate  in 
this  case  since  the  claim  for  increase  was  filed.  It  is  diflScult,  then,  to 
understand  why  this  claimant  should  not  be  rated  from  the  date  of  the 
medical  certificate  under  his  claim  for  increase.     The  law  so  requires. 

p.  D.— VOL.  13—02 20 
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Second.  Bureau  order  22,  paragi-aph  8,  is  as  follows: 

Where,  after  the  rejection  of  a  claim  for  increase,  a  doubt  exists  as  to  whether  it 
was  properly  rejecte<l  and  another  medical  examination  of  claimart  is  ordered,  such 
action  is  in  effect  a  reopening  of  the  rejected  claim,  which  thereby  becomes  a  pending 
claim,  and  increase  may  be  allowed  from  the  date  of  the  last  examination  if  war- 
ranted by  the  degree  of  disability  then  existing. 

It  is  clearly  apparent  from  this  order  that  it  is  the  established  prac- 
tice of  the  Bureau  to  allow  increase  of  rate  to  commence  from  the 
date  of  a  medical  certificate  showing  the  condition  of  a  claimant^  which 
said  last  medical  certificate  has  been  secured  by  reason  of  improper, 
or  supposed  improper,  action  under  a  former  medical  certificate.  It 
is  needless  to  say  that  the  practice  under  order  22  has  been  repeatedly 
sustained  by  the  Department  as  lawful. 

Third.  V/hether  or  not  the  claimant's  present  claim  was  pending 
under  the  facts  herein  set  forth  is  fully  answered  by  the  statement  in 
order  22  where  it  is  said,  "  such  action  (another  medical  examination) 
is  in  effect  a  reopening  of  the  rejected  claim  which  thereby  becomes  a 
pending  claim."  Aside,  however,  from  this  order  it  can  not  be  legally 
held  that  the  within  claim  was  not  a  pending  one  at  the  time  of  the 
test  examination.  The  claimant  had  filed  a  legal  declaration,  and  no 
valid  action  had  been  taken  thereunder.-  He  was  entitled  to  have  his 
claim  acted  upon,  and  there  was  no  evidence  on  which  to  base  a  valid 
action  until  the  certificate  of  the  test  examination  was  filed.  The  claim 
was  pending  at  the  date  the  test  medical  examination  was  held,  and  it 
was  also  pending  until  it  had  been  legally  adjudicated.  Such  adjudi- 
cation could  not  be  had  until  the  contents  of  the  certificate  of  the  test 
medical  examination  had  been  passed  upon.  This  last  certificate  is, 
in  fact,  the  only  evidence  in  this  case  which  could  be  considered  by 
the  Bureau;  it  was  an  examination  held  solely  for  the  reason  that  the 
former  certificate  was  invalid. 

The  last  paragraph  of  the  Acting  Commissioner's  communication  is 
as  follows: 

This  is  a  matter  of  some  importance,  as  it  involves  a  principle  of  practiw,  of  wider 
application  than  this  single  case. 

The  practice  involved  appears  to  be  well  settled  by  order  22,  already 
quoted;  it  can  not  have  any  wide  application  unless  said  order  has 
been  rescinded,  and  if  it  has  been  rescinded  it  has  been  without  the 
knowledge  of  the  Department. 

As  to  the  statement  that  the  onh'  question  in  issue  is  whether  increase 
from  medical  examination  dated  March  7,  1900,  was  or  was  not  war- 
ranted,  it  is  remarked  that  such  is  not  substantiated  by  the  facts  in  the 
case.  The  true  issue  is,  is  the  claimant  entitled  to  increase  under  his 
declaration  filed  August  KJ,  ISIMJ,  and  this  question  can  only  be 
answered  bv  consideration  of  the  onlv  valid  medical  certificate  made 
under  the  claim,  and  that  certificate  is  the  certificate  dated  Februarv 
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11, 1903,  the  same  being  the  result  of  a  medical  examination  suggested 
by  the  Bureau. 

The  question  being  one  solely  as  to  increase  it  is  noted  the  medical 
referee  concludes  that  a  rate  of  $14  per  month  is  warranted  on  account 
of  "bronchitis  and  resulting  disease  of  throat,"  for  which  the  claimant 
is  now  pensioned,  and  resulting  slight  deafness  of  both  ears.  The 
medicial  referee  says  this  conclusion  is  reached  after  carefully  consid- 
ering the  last  certi6cate  of  medical  examination. 

It  is  found  by  reference  to  said  certificate  that  the  board  reports  the 
pensioner  can  not  hear  ordinary  convei'sation  at  a  distance  of  6  feet, 
hence  it  is  concluded  that  he  is  within  the  schedule  as  to  slight  deaf- 
ness. This  may  be  true,  but  it  seems  rather  remarkable  as  the  pen 
sioner  has  not  so  alleged  in  any  paper  filed  by  him.  However,  the 
Department  will  not  take  issue  upon  this  question. 

The  proposed  action  is  approved  and  the  appeal  is  dismissed. 


patnological  sequence—disability— evidence— demonstra- 
tion—blindness. 

Harvey  Reed. 

A  pensionable  degree  of  disability  from  "chronic  diarrhea  and  gunshot  wound  of 
face  resulting  in  impaired  vision  of  left  eye"  has  not  been  shown  since  the  date 
of  filing  the  claim  on  account  of  such  alleged  causes. 

Htld:  That  occasional  subacute  attacks  of  diarrhea  at  more  or  less  infrequent  inter- 
vals do  not,  in  the  absence  of  any  pathological  lesion  of  the  digestive  organs  or 
of  the  alimentary  canal  or  tract,  constitute  a  pensionable  degree  of  disability; 
that  neither  in  this  claim,  nor  in  any  other  claim  for  pension  on  account  of  either 
monocular  or  binocular  blindness,  can  the  report  of  a  competent  expert  examin- 
ing surgeon  (specialist),  who,  by  the  use  of  approved  methods,  demonstrates 
that  the  claimant  is  a  malingerer,  be  controverted  by  the  mere  dicta  of  another 
specialist,  or  other  spetnalists,  or  of  any  number  of  physicians  w*ho  have 
employed  no  such  tests,  but  base  their  opinions  upon  the  subjective  symptoms 
or  history  of  the  case,  as  related  by  the  claimant,  and  that  lay  testimony  is  of 
no  value  whatever  in  such  class  of  claims. 

Neitlier  blindness  nor  any  serious  impairment  of  vision  of  the  left  eye  is  shown  to 
exist  in  this  case,  nor  could  any  loss  of  vision  due  to  optic  neuritis  have  been 
caused  in  the  manner  alle^d. 

Assistant  Sea'etary  2L  W,  MUler  to  the  Commissumer  of  Pensions^ 

March  28,  1903. 

The  appellant  in  this  case,  Harvey  Reed,  served  as  a  private  in 
Company  B,  Sixth  Massachusetts  Infantry,  war  with  Spain,  from  May 
6,  1898,  the  date  of  his  enlistment,  to  January  21,  1899.  the  date  of 
his  muster  out  from  said  organization. 

On  February  3,  1S99,  he  filed  an  application  for  pension  on  account 
of  chronic  diarrhea  and  gunshot  wound  of  face  and  left  eye.     The 


308  DsasiONS  relating  to  pensions. 

latter  alleged  cause  of  disability  was,  he  said,  inflicted  by  a  member  of 
the  Eighth  Ohio  Infantry,  with  which  organization  his  regiment  was 
engaged  in  a  sham  battle  at  Dunn  Loring,  Va.,  on  or  about  June  28, 
1898;  and  the  diarrhea  was  contracted  on  or  about  August  1,  1898,  in 
Porto  Rico. 

His  said  claim  was  rejected  June  15,  1901,  on  the  ground  that  a 
ratable  degree  of  disability^  from  neither  of  the  aforesaid  alleged  causes 
had  been  shown  to  exist  since  the  date  of  filing  the  same. 

Thereupon  the  soldier  filed,  July  3,  1901,  through  his  attorneys,  an 
appeal,  wherein  it  is  contended  that  the  said  action  of  rejection  was 
error  because  the  medical  evidence  on  file  showed  the  existence  of  a 
pensionable  degree  of  disability  from  the  causes  alleged  during  the 
period  intervening  between  the  date  on  which  the  claim  was  filed  and 
the  date  on  which  the  claimant  was  medically  examined;  that  ^^the 
Bureau  has  given  the  report  of  the  board  of  examining  surgeons  a 
retroactive  eflFect  sufficient  to  overcome  the  evidence  filed  bj'^  the  claim- 
ant;" and  that  inasmuch  as  the  order  for  his  medical  examination  was 
delayed  an  unusual  time,  through  no  fault  of  his,  the  said  report  of 
the  examining  surgeons  should  not  have  been  given  a  retroactive 
effect,  for  had  he  been  examined  within  a  reasonable  time  the  existence 
of  a  pensionable  degree  of  disability  would  have  been  discovered. 

Subsequent  to  the  date  of  filing  said  appeal,  on  July  25,  1901,  July 
16,  1901,  and  January  20,  1902,  respectively,  the  soldier  filed  certain 
evidence  with  a  view  to  having  his  claim  reopened  and  reconsidered 
in  the  light  thereof;  but  the  Bureau  declined  to  consider  such  evi- 
dence as  sufficient  to  change  the  status  of  the  case,  which  fact  was 
recorded  on  the  brief -face  November  8,  1902.  One  of  these  affiant^, 
a  physician,  had  previously  testified  in  the  case,  and  his  statement  was 
practically  a  repetition  of  what  he  had  said  before.  The  other  two 
affiants  were  new  witnesses,  one  a  physician,  the  other  a  lay  witness. 

On  November  30,  1902,  the  papers  in  the  case  were  transmitted  to 
the  Department,  with  the  opinion  that  the  action  appealed  from  should 
be  adhered  to. 

Relative  to  the  existence  since  his  discharge  of  the  causes  of  disa- 
bility alleged  by  the  claimant,  the  testimony  of  two  physicians  and  of 
several  lay  witnesses  is  on  file  with  the  other  papers  in  the  case.  One 
of  the  physicians  testified  that  he  had  treated  the  claimant  at  different 
times  subsequent  to  1898  for  chronic  diarrhea;  and  that  he  had  been 
unable  to  follow  his  usual  occupation  as  a  painter  (carriage)  by  reason 
of  an  injury  of  the  face  by  a  discharge  of  powder,  which  impaired 
the  sight  of  the  left  e\'e  by  injuring  the  optic  nerve.  The  other  said 
that  he  had  examined  the  soldier  on  January  9,  1902,  and  found  him 
to  be  suffering  from  chronic  diarrhea,  for  which  he  had  been  treating 
him  continuallv  for  three  months;  that  "his  face  is  discolored  by 
grains  of  powder;''  that  ''his  left  ear  is  full  of  powder,  and  there  are 
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two  grains  of  powder  in  the  conjunctiva  and  one  in  the  iris; "  that 
"  inflammation  in  the  posterior  part  of  the  eye  (left)  has  destroj'ed 
the  sight  altogether,  which  does  not  improve  by  using  glasses;"  and 
that  "his  right  eye  is  very  good,  showing  a  sight  of  fifteen-thirtieth." 

One  lav  witness  testified  that  the  claimant  had  roomed  at  her  house 
for  some  time;  that  he  complained  of  having  diarrhea  and  pain  in  his 
^x)wel8;  that  he  also  complained  of  pain  in  his  left  eye,  caused  by  a 
gunshot  wound  of  left  side  of  face  and  left  eye,  and  that  he  has  been 
obliged  to  give  up  his  occupation  as  a  carriage  painter  on  account  of 
said  wound. 

The  testimony  of  several  other  la}^  witnesses,  who  testified  practi- 
cally to  the  same  alleged  set  of  facts,  was  also  filed  in  the  case  from 
time  to  time.  The  testimon}^  of  these  witnesses,  however,  can  onl}'  be 
regarded  as  hearsay  evidence,  as  it  is  hardly  probable  that  they  can 
have  any  personal  knowledge  as  to  the  conditions  about  which  they 
testified,  especially  in  regard  to  the  alleged  impaired  vision  of  the 
soldier's  left  eve. 

Three  medical  examinations  were  made  of  the  soldier  before  final 
action  was  taken  in  his  said  claim.  The  first  of  these  examinations 
was  made  May  16,  1900,  by  a  full  board  of  surgeons,  and  the  other 
two  were  made  April  22,  1901,  and  June  5,  1901,  respectivel}',  by 
expert  examining  surgeons  (oculists),  as  such  examinations  were  made 
only  with  reference  to  the  condition  of  the  soldier's  left  eye  and  the 
visual  acuity  in  said  organ. 

The  reports  of  each  one  of  these  said  examinations  follow  in  full. 

The  report  of  the  board  examination  was  as  follows: 

Pulee  rate,  80,  100,  100;  respiration,  20,  20,  24;  temperature,  98.6;  height,  5  feet  7 
inches;  actual  weight,  148  jwunds;  age,  89  year?. 

Well  nourisheil,  skin  pale,  tongue  red,  hands  soft.     No  evidence  of  nausea.     ♦    ♦    * 

Has  two  marks  of  powder  on  left  eye.  Sees  no  letters  with  left  eye  and  no  fingers. 
Can  see  light  but  no  objects;  pu]>ils  of  both  eyes  very  small  and  do  not  react  to  light. 
Rating  for  loss  of  sight  of  left  eye  twelve-eighteenths. 

Liver  dullness  from  fifth  rib  to  margin  of  ribs  an<l  1  inch  in  median  line  above  end 
of  sternum;  spleen  not  enlarged,  no  piles,  rectum  normal.  Borborygmi  present; 
marked  tenderness  in  lx)th  iliac  regions  on  pressure.  Rating  for  diarrhea  six- 
eighteenths.  Pain  in  left  side  of  head  is  connecte<l  with  gunshot  wound;  no  rating. 
Scattered  powder  marks  in  skin  alwut  left  side  of  face  and  left  ear,  no  scar,  no  loss 
of  tissue.  Hearing  normal;  no  rating.  Heart  regular,  no  murmur,  apex  beat  seen 
in  nonnal  position,  no  a^dema,  cyanosis,  or  dyspna*a;  no  rating. 

Urine  clear,  acid,  1018,  no  albumin,  no  sugar;  no  rating.  No  evidence  of  vicious 
habits.     No  other  disability  found  to  exist. 

The  report  of  the  expert  examination  made  April  22,  1901,  follows: 

Height  5  feet,  7  inches;  actual  weight  150  pounds;  age  39  years. 

Harvey  Ree<l  presented  himself  for  examination  on  April  22,  1901.  The  whole 
left  side  of  face  was  dotted  here  and  there  by  powder  grains.  There  are  no  powder 
grains  in  the  cornea,  but  a  slight  corneal  scar  directly  in  center  of  pupil  *  *  ♦. 
There  is  a  powder  grain  at  comea-scleral  junction  at  the  inner  side    *    *    ♦, 

V.  O.  D.  (15/30) 
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V.  O.  D.  perception  light  and  shadows. 

O.  D.  0.  S. 

I       1.25  Homatropine.        |       2.50 

I         .50  1.50 

V.  O.  D.  15/40  .50  sph.  cyl.  1.50  ax  15/15. 

V.  O.  S.  perception  of  light  and  shadows — not  improved. 

O.  D.  fundus  normal. 

0.  S.  lens  clear,  pupil  reacts  well  to  light  and  distance,  tension  normal,  vitreous 
clear  and  no  signs  of  existing  or  previous  inflammation  in  the  fundus;  compared  with 
the  right  fundus,  I  can  see  no  change;  no  signs  of  atrophy;  after  putting  him 
through  several  tests  for  simulated  blindness  I  am  satisfied  that  the  man  is  blind  in 
the  left  eye  and  that  useful  vision  had  gone. 

Near  vision,  O.  D.  V.=.50 — 

0.  S.  V.  =perception  light  and  shadow. 

I  should  say  that  the  accident  was  of  such  severity  that  it  was  sufficient  to  set  up 
a  retrobulbar  neuritis,  followed  by  an  atrophy  and  disturbance  of  function  not  ana- 
tomically manifested  in  the  optic  disk.     I  should  rate  the  applicant  at  $12  per  month. 

And  the  report  of  the  expert  examination  made  June  5,  1901,  was 
as  follows: 

The  right  eye  is  perfectly  normal  in  respect  to  the  lids,  iris,  cornea,  lens,  vitreous, 
and  retina.  Both  ophthalmometer,  ophthalmoscope,  as  well  as  the  retinoBcope, 
show  the  absence  of  sufficient  ametropia  to  affect  visual  acuity  in  any  degree.  On 
testing  the  sight  the  claimant  will  not  admit  more  than  ten-twentieths  the  normal 
amount  of  visual  acuity;  yet  he  admits  that  he  can  read  newspapers  and  fine  print — 
that  he  keeps  the  register,  books,  etc.,  in  a  fairly  large  hotel — since  he  stated  that 
some  oculist  put  droi)s  in  his  eyes,  which  blurred  his  sight  so  that  he  had  to  have 
the  owner  of  the  hotel  to  assist  him  at  the  desk  all  one  night,  and,  furthermore,  as  I 
will  show  below,  he  malingers.     No  lenses  make  any  difference. 

Left  eye:  Around  the  lids,  mostly  over  the  upper  cheek  and  temple,  are  scattered 
numerous  small  gunpowder  spots.  There  are  very  few  on  the  lids  and  only  two  very 
small  ones  in  the  bulbar  cx)njunctiva,  indicating  that  the  direction  of  the  charge  was 
a  little  to  the  outer  side  of  and  below  the  center  of  vision,  while  the  scarcity  of  spots 
in  the  conjunctiva  shows  that  the  eye  was  saved  by  instantaneous  lid  closure.  The 
cornea  was  uninjured. 

The  other  eye  structures,  including  the  fundus,  are  entirely  normal.  Careful 
examination  of  the  refraction  shows  that  any  error  sufficient  to  lower  vision  is  absent. 
The  claimant  states  that  this  eye  is  totally  blind,  and  therefore  he  is  unable  to  see 
any  test  letters.  Glasses  make  no  improvement  in  vision.  On  leaving  this  eye, 
therefore,  and  returning  to  the  right,  in  which  he  a<lmits  vision,  and  placing  a  Mad- 
dox  prism  over  it,  he  states  he  sees  three  lights  at  a  distance  of  20  feet,  but  by  lower- 
ing or  raising  his  head  he  sees  two  lights,  indicating  conclusively  that  he  sees  with 
both  eyes,  lie  says  that  the  two  lights  are  equal  in  distinctness,  indicating  that  there 
is  not  much  difference  in  the  visual  acuity  of  either  eye. 

Again,  putting  a  prism  6®  base  vertical  over  one  eye  and  having  him  approach  the 
test  card,  he  says  he  sees  all  the  letters  double,  and  the  same  as  he  moves  away  from 
it.  Again,  on  asking  him  to  walk  around  the  room  he  shuts  the  left  or  supposedly 
blind  eye  in  order  to  avoid  confusion  caused  by  the  diplopia.  He  admits  in  conver- 
sation that  he  can  read  a  little  with  the  left  eye,  but  on  reirovering  his  presence  of 
mind  he  immediately  denies  it.  Hence,  from  the  lack  of  any  visible  cause  for  poor 
eyesight,  the  perfectness  of  all  the  eye  structures,  from  the  fact  of  his  following 
his  present  occupation  with  ease,  and  espec^ially  from  the  readily  produced  double 
vision,  I  am  sure  this  claimant  is  a  malingerer  and  is  suffering  under  no  incapacity 
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from  hia  injury  other  than  the  slight  and  insigniticant  deformity  produced  by  the 
presence  of  a  few  powder  marks  on  the  face,  which  show  but  little  against  his  dark 
skin. 

As  will  be  observed,  no  objective  condit  ons  whatever  indicative  of 
chronic  diarrhea  were  manifested  at  the  said  board  examination.  It  is 
true  that  a  small  rating  was  recommended  on  account  of  such  alleged 
cause  of  disabilit}^  but  said  recommendation  was  based  wholly  on  sub- 
jective symptoms,  i.  e.,  complaints  of  the  claimant  as  to  pain,  etc.,  and 
was  not  warranted  by  the  facts  presented.  Neither  was  any  morbid 
condition  of  the  claimant's  digestive  organs  described  by  either  one 
of  the  physicians  who  testified  as  to  having  treated  him  for  diarrhea 
at  different  times.  It  is  not  improbable  that  he  did  have  occasional 
attacks  of  diarrhea  subsequent  to  his  discharge  from  the  service,  but 
attacks  of  this  character  at  more  or  less  infrequent  intervals  do  not 
create  a  pensionable  status,  especially  when  no  pathologic  changes  can 
be  found  upon  medical  examination  that  would  tend  to  indicate  that  a 
permanent  or  chronic  condition  or  disability  had  resulted  from  the 
cause  alleged. 

The  physician  who  first  treated  the  soldier  for  diarrhea  had  only 
entered  upon  the  practice  of  his  profession  a  few  months  before 
beginning  such  treatment.  His  statement  that  the  flash  of  gunpowder 
in  the  soldier's  face  and  e^^e  caused  impaired  vision  of  the  left  eye  by 
injuring  the  optic  nerve  of  that  eye  was  mere  surmise  on  his  part, 
and  without  any  tangible  facts  upon  which  to  base  the  same. 

The  other  physician,  who  had  been  in  practice  several  years,  said 
that  *•  inflammation  in  the  posterior  part  of  the  eye  had  destroyed  the 
sight  altogether,  which  does  not  improve  by  using  glasses."  If  the 
sight  of  an  eye  is  '^destroyed  altogether  "  it  is  hardly  to  be  expected 
that  conditions  would  "  improve  by  using  glasses." 

It  is  quite  evident,  however,  that  neither  of  these  affiants  made  an 
ophthalmoscopic  examination  of  the  fundus  of  the  soldier's  left  eye, 
and  that  they  have  for  this  reason,  if  for  no  other,  no  knowledge 
whatsoever  as  to  the  condition  of  the  deeper  structures  of  said  eye. 
The  statement  of  the  one  that  there  was  an  ''  injury  of  the  optic 
nerve"  is  as  indefinite  as  is  the  statement  of  the  other  that  there  was 
*Mnflammation  of  the  posterior  part  of  the  eye."  In  view  of  the 
location  of  the  optic  nerves,  thej'  are  structures  that  are  not  easily 
injured  without  considerable  damage  being  done  to  intervening  and 
protective  structures,  and  there  are  so  many  different  structures  in 
the  fundus  of  the  eye  that  might  be  affected  by  inflammatory  condi- 
tions that  mere  reference  to  an  ''inflammation  in  the  posterior  part  of 
the  eye  "  conveys  no  intelligent  idea  as  to  the  character,  location,  and 
extent  of  such  inflammation.  This  testimony'  must,  therefore,  be 
regarded  as  wholly  insufficient  to  establish  the  existence  of  any  abnor- 
mal condition  of  any  of  the  deeper  structures  of  the  soldier's  left  eye. 
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This  fact  will  bo  all  the  more  apparent  when  it  is  considered  that  at 
neither  of  the  expert  examinations  held  in  the  case  was  any  abnormal 
condition  of  any  of  the  deeper  structures  of  the  claimant's  left  eye 
found. 

It  is  a  fact,  however,  that  one  of  the  experts  expressed  the  opinion 
that  the  claimant  was  practically  blind  in  the  left  eye  as  a  result  of 
retrobulbar  neuritis,  due  to  the  alleged  accident  while  in  the  service,  but 
he  acknowledged  at  the  same  time  that  there  were  '^no  signs  of  exist- 
ing or  previous  inflammation  in  the  fundus,"  and  that  ''compared  with 
the  right  fundus"  he  could  "see  no  change;"  also  that  no  atrophy  or 
disturbance  of  function  was  anatomically  manifested  at  the  optic  disk, 
conditions  that  probably  would  have  been  present  had  his  diagnosis  of 
retrobulbar  neuritis  been  correct.     His  said  diagnosis  was  probably 
arrived  at  by  reason  of  the  entire  absence  of  any  other  evident  or 
apparent  cause  of  the  alleged  and  supposed  blindness  of  the  left  eye. 
Inasmuch,  however,  as  recognized  authorities  upon  diseases  of  the  eyes 
are  practically  agreed  that  chronic  retrobulbar  neuritis  is  caused  in  the 
great  majority  of  cases  by  systemic  poisoning  with  alcohol,  tobacco, 
lead,  or  some  other  drug  or  substance  taken  into  or  developed  within 
the  body,  it  seems  incomprehensible  that  an  oculist  would  advance  any 
such  theory  as  the  probability  or  possibility  of  the  production  of  this 
condition  bv  a  flash  of  powder  in  the  face  or  eye.     Indeed,  so  disas 
trous  are  the  combined  effects  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  in  this  respect — 
these  agents  being  more  potent  than  all  others  combined — that  the 
disease  in  question  has  long  been  classed  as  toxic  or  intoxication  am- 
blyopia.    Besides  which,  the  alleged  blindness  in  this  case  is  monoc- 
ular, whereas  the  alleged  cause  thereof  is  a  disease  that  affects  both 
optic  nerves,  and  an}'  blindness  resulting  therefrom  is  binocular — 
both  eyes  being  involved  in  such  process — and  an  ophthalmoscopic 
examination  of  the  optic  disk  will  reveal  the  existence  of  certain  patho- 
logic changes  that  were  not  found  to  be  present  in  this  case. 

That  this  appellant,  however,  has  no  serious  impairment  of  vision, 
much  less  blindness,  in  either  eye,  and  that  he  is,  therefore,  a  malin- 
gerer, was  most  successfully  demonstrated  at  the  test  expert  medical 
examination  to  which  he  was  subjected  June  5, 1901,  on)}-  a  few  months 
subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  expert  examination  at  which  he  suc- 
ceeded in  convincing  the  examining  surgeon  that  he  was  totally  blind 
in  his  left  eye,  nothwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  said  surgeon  could 
discover  no  apparent  cause  therefor.  Such  tests  for  the  detection  of 
suspected  malingering  as  are  approved  b}^  recognized  authorities  upon 
diseases  of  the  eyes  were  employed  at  the  said  test  examination,  and 
it  was  found  that  there  was  but  little,  if  any,  difference  in  the  visual 
acuity  in  each  eye.  In  fact,  the  claimant  admitted  that  he  could  "  read  a 
little"  with  the  alleged  blind  eye,  but  immediately  upon  realizing  the 
serious  import  of  such  an  admission  on  his  part,  promptly  denied  that 
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he  had  any  useful  vision  in  thjit  eye.  Such  denial,  however,  was  of 
no  avail,  for  it  had  been  denxonitrated  by  conclusive  tests  that  he  could 
see  equally'  well  with  either  eye. 

A  number  of  his  aforesaid  witnesses  testified  that  the  appellant  was 
compelled  to  give  up  his  occupation  as  a  carriage  and  house  painter 
and  decorator  by  reason  of  a  gunshot  wound  in  his  face  and  impaired 
vision  of  his  left  eye,  and  accept  a  position  as  bookkeeper  in  a  hotel 
at  a  less  compensation;  but  when  it  is  considered  that  for  the  proper 
fulfillment  of  the  requirements  of  his  said  occupation  or  trade  as  a 
jjainter  a  visual  acuity  of  0.50  (scientific  standard)  would  be  sufficient, 
while  a  higher  grade  of  visual  acuity — about  0.75  (scientific  standard) — 
is  required  for  the  proper  fulfillment  of  the  duties  of  a  bookkeeper, 
the  absurdity  of  these  statements  is  quite  patent. 

The  only  "gunshot  wound  of  face  and  e^-e'' this  appellant  ever 
received  was  caused  b}'  a  blank  cartridge  being  fired  too  near  his  face 
while  his  regiment  was  engaged  in  a  sham  battle  with  another  regi- 
ment. As  a  result  of  such  '^  wound,"  a  number  of  grains  of  powder 
were  embedded  in  his  face,  but  only  two  lodged  in  his  left  eye,  where 
thev  are  still  embedded,  but  do  no  harm  as  thev  are  not  in  or  near  the 
line  of  vision. 

In  view  of  the  facts  herein  set  out,  the  Department  feels  impelled 
to  hold  that  the  action  appealed  from  was  not  error;  that  occasional 
subacute  attacks  of  diarrhea  at  more  or  less  infrequent  intervals  do 
not — in  the  absence  of  any  pathologic  lesion  of  the  digestive  organs  or 
of  the  alimentary  canal  or  tract — constitute  a  pensionable  degree  of 
disability;  that  neither  in  this  claim,  nor  in  any  other  claim  for  pen- 
sion on  account  of  either  monocular  or  binocular  blindness,  can  the 
report  of  a  competent  expert  examining  surgeon  (specialist),  who,  by 
the  use  of  approved  methods,  demonstrates  that  the  claimant  is  a 
malingerer,  be  controverted  by  the  mere  dicta  of  another  specialist,  or 
other  specialists,  or  of  any  number  of  ph3'sicians,  who  have  employed 
no  such  tests,  but  base  their  opinions  upon  the  subjective  symptoms 
or  historv  of  the  case,  as  related  bv  the  claimant,  and  that  lav  testi- 
mony  is  of  no  value  whatever  in  such  class  of  claims. 

Neither  blindness  nor  anv  serious  impairment  of  vision  of  the  left 
eye  is  shown  to  exist  in  this  case,  lior  could  any  loss  of  vision  due  to 
optic  neuritis  have  been  caused  in  the  manner  alleged. 

For  the  reasons  stated,  the  action  appealed  from  is  hereb}'  affirmed. 


death  cause— incrrrence—contini^anc:k—mal.aria. 

Margaret  Christy  (widow). 

The  appellant  is  pensioned  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1S90,  pursuant 
to  a  claim  filed  thereunder  July  10,  1890.  But  it  was  not  until  December  15, 
1897,  that  she  filed  a  claim  under  the  general  law,  from  the  rejection  of  which, 
on  October  12,  1900,  her  appeal  in  the  premises  was  taken. 
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It  is  fairlv  well  established  that  the  soldier  contracted  malarial  fever  in  the  service. 
and  was  treated  therefor  by  the  regimental  surgeon  in  the  summer  of  1864, 
V>ut  not  in  hospital.  It  is  also  reasonably  well  established  that  his  death  on 
August  24,  1871,  was  due  to  malarial  fever,  although  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Department  there  were  other  factors  which  were  at  least  contributing  or  compli- 
cating causes  of  his  death;  but  such  pofl8it)le  or  probable  factors  in  the  causation 
of  hib  demise  are  eliminated  from  further  consideration,  as  the  Bureau  i^ipears 
to  be  satisfied  that  death  was  due  to  malaria. 

It  is  contended  that  the  malaria  of  service  origin  was  the  cause  of  the  soldier's  death, 
but  inasmuch  as  the  evidence  and  the  facts  in  the  case  fail  to  show  the  existence 
of  chronic  malaria  (malaria  cachexia,  chronic  paludism)  during  the  time  inter- 
vening between  the  date  of  his  discharge  and  the  date  of  his  death,  such  conten- 
tion is  untenable.     As  a  matter  of  fact  it  is  shown  that  no  such  condition  existed. 

It  is  just  as  true  that  all  cases  of  malarial  fever  do  not  become  chronic  as  it  is  that 
one  attack  of  such  disease  does  not  render  the  person  attacked  immune  from  a 
subsequent  attack;  and  w^hen  it  is  considered  that  the  so-called  "mostjuito 
theory  "  as  to  the  propagation  of  malaria  is  accepted  as  a  demonstrated  fat^t,  a 
lierson  who  has  not  previously  had  the  disease  is  as  liable  to  be  inoculated 
therewith  as  is  one  w^o  had  suffered  from  a  prior  infection. 

Ami^taiit  Secretary  F,  L.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pen&ions^ 

March  20,  190S. 

Margaret,  widow  of  Robert  G.  Christy,  formerly  first  sergeant  in 
Company  H,  One  hundredth  Pennsylvania  Infantry,  is  now  pensioned 
under  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  Her 
claim  for  said  pension  was  filed  July  10, 1890.  It  was  not  until  Decem- 
ber 15,  1897,  however,  that  she  made  application  for  a  pension  under 
the  general  law.  In  her  deposition  before  a  special  examiner — made 
during  the  prosecution  of  her  said  claim — she  explained  that  her  fail- 
ure to  apply  under  the  genei*al  law  at  an  earlier  date  w^as  due  to  the 
fact  that  she  was  too  busy  to  look  up  the  neces^sary  evidence  to  estab- 
lish such  a  claim,  although  her  husband  had  died  in  1871,  sixteen  years 
prior  to  the  date  of  filing  her  said, claim. 

The  soldier  himself  never  applied  for  a  pension  on  account  of  any 
cause  of  disability  whatever.  The  medical  records  of  the  War  Depart- 
ment show  that  he  was  ''wounded  July  80,  1864,  at  the  battle  of 
Petersburg,  Va.''  The  character  and  location  of  the  said  wound  is  not 
stated,  but  his  widow  explains  that  it  was  not  a  penetrating  wound, 
and  says  that  he  told  her  he  was  hit  by  a  piece  of  a  spent  shell,  which 
knocked  him  down,  but  was  not  off  duty  on  account  of  it,  and  that  he 
never  complained  of  any  effects  from  it. 

The  soldier  died  August  24,  1871.  In  a  note  dated  April  12,  1881, 
and  addressed  to  Mr.  J.  S.  Fulmer,  Dr.  Sams,  of  Waco,  Tex.,  said: 

I  did  attend  Mr.  Christy  in  his  last  illness.  His  death  wa^  caused  from  malarial 
poison — when  first  contracte<l  I  am  miable  to  state,  not  being  acquainted  with  his 
previous  history. 

In  his  deposition  before  a  special  examiner  some  eighteen  years 
later,  however,  this  same  afiSant  stated   that   the  only  man  named 
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Christy  who  had  been  treated  by  himself  on  Edisto  Island,  South  Car- 
olina, was  murdered  by  two  negroes,  and  he  (deponent)  was  called  in 
late  that  night,  about  one  hour  after  the  deed  was  done;  that  Christy 
was  then  still  alive,  but  was  unconscious,  and  died  before  sunrise,  and 
that  this  was  the  only  man  named  Christy  that  I  (he)  knew  or  attended 
that  I  (he)  have  an^^  recollection  of.  But  upon  being  shown  his  afore- 
.said  note  to  Mr.  Fulmer,  Dr.  Sams  said: 

My  impression  is  that  the  murdered  man  was  nameil  Christy,  as  I  have  stated. 
The  man  Christy  referred  to  in  my  letter  I  have  no  recollection  of  now  whatever, 
but  at  the  time  I  wrote  that  letter  I  must  have  remembered  him. 

The  doctor  then  mentioned  the  names  of  several  men  residing  on 
Edisto  Island  who,  he  said,  could  tell  whether  or  not  he  was  mistaken 
as  to  the  name  of  the  murdered  man.  Some  of  these  men  were  seen 
by  another  special  examiner  of  the  Bureau,  and  it  was  learned  from 
three  of  them  that  the  man  who  was  killed  was  named  Geraty  and 
that  he  was  killed  in  Christy's  store,  which  fact,  no  doubt,  caused 
Dr.  Sams  to  get  the  names  confused  in  his  mind. 

No  other  medical  evidence  as  to  the  cause  of  the  soldier's  death  is 
on  file  in  the  case,  and  that  of  Dr.  Sams  is,  of  course,  wholly  insuflS- 
cient  for  any  purpose  whatever,  for  in  his  only  sworn  statement  he 
admits  that  he  has  no  recollection  of  the  soldier's  last  illness. 

There  is  an  abundance  of  lay  evidence  on  file,  however,  which,  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  malarial  fever  was  the  prevailing  disease  of 
Edisto  Island  and  was  practically  an  epidemic  at  the  time  the  soldier 
died  there,  is  probably  sufiicient  to  show  that  the  prime  cause  of  the 
soldier's  death  was,  as  alleged,  malarial  fever,  though  it  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  show  whether  or  not  any  complicating  factors  entered  into 
the  causation  of  his  death.  All  of  this  evidence  is  to  the  effect  that 
the  soldier  died  of  malarial  fever,  and  the  Bureau  accepted  this  as  an 
established  fact,  but  rejected  the  widow's  claim,  October  12,  1900,  on 
the  ground  that  the  records  of  the  War  Department  and  the  evidence 
filed  by  the  claimant  and  adduced  upon  special  examination  failed  to 
show  the  service  origin  and  subsequent  continuance  of  the  disease 
which  caused  the  soldier's  death  or  to  connect  the  same  in  any  way 
with  his  military  service. 

In  an  appeal  from  this  action,  filed  December  8, 1900,  it  is  contended 
that  the  evidence  on  file  incontestibly  proves  that  the  soldier  suffered 
with  chills  and  fever  during  his  service,  during  the  time  he  was  at 
home  on  furlough,  and  at  and  subsequent  to  his  discharge  prior  to  his 
goingtoEdistoIsland,  South  Carolina,  which  facts,  it  is  submitted  by  the 
attorneys  for  the  appellant,  show  conclusively  that  the  malarial  poison- 
ing which  caused  his  death  did  not  originate  at  Edisto  Island,  but  was 
the  natural  development  of  the  chills  and  fever  which  he  contracted  in 
the  service. 

As  before  intimated,  the  medical  records  of  the  War  Department 
fail  to  show  that  the  soldier  either  contracted  malarial  fever  or  was 
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treated  therefor  while  in  the  service.     The  regimental  .surgeon,  how- 
ever, testified  in  an  affidavit,  filed  April  12, 1898,  that — 

He  was  called  upon  to  treat  and  prescribe  for  Robert  G.  Christy  during  the  fall  and 
winter  of  1864-65,  at  various  times  during  that  j)eriod,  on  account  of  chills  and  fever. 
I  [he]  well  remember  him,  and  he  came  under  my  [his]  care,  and  that  I  [he]  pre- 
scribed for  him  frequently  w  hile  our  regiment  was  in  front  of  Petersbui^,  Va. 

James  Marshall,  a  comi-ade,  testified  before  a  special  examiner  that 
he  well  remembered  the  fact  that  the  soldier,  as  well  as  a  number  of 
other  comrades,  suffered  from  malarial  fever  while  in  the  service,  but 
does  not  remember  what  his  condition  was  at  the  date  of  his  discharcre 
or  subsequent  thereto. 

With  the  exception  of  the  testimony  of  Mrs.  Clara  McMichael,  a 
sister  of  the  deceased  soldier,  to  the  effect  that  he  had  chills  and  fever 
while  at  home  on  furlough,  in  1804,  the  foregoing  evidence  is  the  only 
ev^idence  as  to  the  alleged  service  origin  of  malarial  poisoning. 

As  to  the  condition  of  the  soldier  subsequent  to  his  discharge  from 
the  service  quite  a  number  of  his  relatives,  friends,  and  acquaintances 
have  testified,  all  of  whom,  however,  with  but  one  exception,  were  lay 
witnesses.  This  said  exception — Dr.  \V.  J.  Randolph,  an  uncle  of  the 
decedent — deposed  and  said,  before  a  special  examiner  of  the  Bureau, 
as  follows: 

I  lived  near  Christy  after  1  was  discharged  from  the  service.  We  lived  on  Kdisto 
Island  near  together  from  1866  to  the  winter  of  1869  and  1870,  M'hen  I  came  Wes^t 
the  latter  part  of  December,  1869. 

i\.  What  was  his  physical  condition  prior  to  the  war? — A.  I  think  it  was  good. 
Know  nothing  to  the  contrary. 

i\.  Did  he  contract  any  disease  or  disability  in  service  to  your  personal  knowl- 
edge?— A.  I  have  no  definite  recollection  of  any  particular  disease  or  disability  in  the 
service. 

Q.  Did  you  see  him  in  service  after  you  severed  your  connection  with  the  One 
hundreiith  Pennsylvania? — A.  I  saw  him  at  the  l)eginning  of  this  effort  to  organize 
colored  troops.  They  were  disbanded  and  he  returned  to  his  regiment,  and  that  was 
the  last  I  saw  of  him  till  I  met  him  at  the  grand  review  at  Washington,  D.  C,  and 
not  again  until  we  met  at  Edisto  Island. 

Q.  What  do  you  remember  as  to  his  condition  during  your  first  effort  to  raise  col- 
ored troops? — A.  He  was  in  good  health,  I  think.  I  don't  remember  anything  to 
the  contrarv. 

Q.  How  about  his  health  and  condition  at  the  grand  review? — A.  I  think  it  was 
good  there.     I  don't  remember  anything  to  the  contrary. 

Q.  How  did  you  find  him  when  you  removed  to  Pxiisto  Island? — A.  I  think  his 
health  was  good  when  he  fir.'^t  went  there.  I  was  there  when  he  came  and  he 
appeared  to  l>e  well  and  healthy  at  that  time. 

Q.  Did  he  have  any  sickness  or  disability  of  any  kind  while  you  were  associated 
with  him  on  Edisto  Island? — A.  Yes;  he  did  The  first  that  I  remember  distinctly 
was  an  attai^k  of  intermittent  fever  or  ague  and  fever.  I  don't  remember  the  date, 
whether  it  was  the  first  fall  he  came  or  later.  He  had  different  attacks  of  that  trouble 
and  some  complications  with  them,  but  whether  due  to  climatic  causes  or  previous 
ill  health  I  can't  now  remember.  His  kidneys,  I  think,  were  involved,  with  an  evi- 
dent tendency  to  Bright' s  disease,  pretty  strongly  marked  at  times.  He  had  dysen- 
tery twice  at  least.     It  seemed  to  have  some  connection  with  the  intermittent  fever. 
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Q.  Was  there  any  liver  or  splenic  trouble? — A.  My  memory  is  not  as  bright  as  I 
wish  it  was,  but  I  think  I  recollect  pretty  clearly  that  he  had  some  liver  trouble.  I 
shoald  say  a  good  deal  of  it.  I  can  hardly  say  that  I  remember  what  form  it  took. 
I  remember  distinctly  that  I  said  to  him  during  the  last  attack  of  the  fever  for  which 
I  treated  him:  **  Friend  Christy,  if  you  want  to  live  I  think  you  had  better  go  West, 
or  back  to  Pennsylvania,  for  you  can't  stand  this  climate  here.'*  The  idea  was  that 
the  climate  was  too  malarious;  that  trouble  was  very  prevalent  there.  I  know 
nothing  about  his  last  illness. 

Q.  Do  you  know  of  his  suffering  from  malarial  fever  at  any  time  before  he  moved 
to  Edisto  Island? — A.  I  don't  remember  that  he  did. 

And  Mrs.  Sarah  R.  Van  Orsdel,  a  daughter  of  Dr.  Randolph, 
dejK>sed  and  said,  before  the  same  special  examiner,  as  follows: 

I  am  a  cousin  of  the  late  Robert  G.  Christy.  I  knew  him[from  my  earliest  remem- 
brance.    We  lived  in  Lawrence  County,  Pa.,  near  together. 

I  went  to  Beaufort,  S.  C,  in  1864,  but  returned  to  Pennsylvania  and  went  back 
in  1867,  to  Hilton  Head  Island,  on  a  plantation  near  the  town,  and  in  latter  part  of 
1868  moved  to  Edisto  Island  and  lived  there  until  Christy  died. 

I  don't  remember  of  seeing  Mr.  Christy  the  first  time  I  was  in  South  Carolina. 
I  did  not  see  him  again  until  he  visited  us  at  Hilton  Head  in  the  summer  of  1868. 

Q.  What  do  you  recollect  as  to  his  physical  condition  during  that  visit? — A.  I 
remember  he  complained  some  and  talked  with  my  father,  Dr.  W.  J.  Randolph,  as 
to  his  physical  condition,  but  I  don't  recollect  anything  about  the  purpose  of  their 
conversation  or  as  to  his  physical  condition.  He  wasn't  with  us  very  long  and  I 
don't  remember  what  his  complaints  were. 

Q.  What  can  you  tell  me  m  to  his  physical  condition  after  you  moved  to  Edisto 
Island? — A.  I  remember  that  he  was  ill  a  time  or  two  before  his  last  sickness.  I 
remember  he  and  his  wife  were  both  sick  at  one  time,  but  I  don't  remember  what 
ailed  him;  but  I  recolle<;t  she  had  rheumatism.  I  don't  remember  in  what  season  of 
the  vear  this  was. 

Q.  Did  he  make  any  particular  complaints  that  you  remember? — A.  Not  that  I 
remember. 

Q.  Were  you  present  during  Mr.  Christy's  last  illness? — A.  Yes,  sir.  His  physi- 
cian called  it  hemorrhagic  malarial  fever,  with  some  complications.  What  they  were 
said  to  be  I  don't  remember.  Dr.  Mikell  and  Dr.  Johnson  attended  him,  and 
another  doctor  was  called  for  consultation,  but  I  can't  recall  his  name. 

Q.  Was  it  Dr.  Sams? — A.  I  am  unable  to  say. 

Q.  Can  you  remember  any  symptoms  present  during  final  attack? — A.  I  remember 
he  had  severe  pain  in  some  portion  of  his  body.  1  can't  positively  locate  it;  but  I 
think  it  was  in  the  abdominal  region.  1  remeniljer  his  wife  put  hot  i>oultice8  on 
him.  I  helped  her  i)repare  them,  but  did  not  help  her  put  them  on.  I  was  not  in 
the  room  very  much  and  can't  remember  anything  further  as  to  his  complaints  or 
symptoms.  I  can't  tell  you  whether  this  final  attack  was  similar  in  nature  to  pre- 
vious attacks  or  not.  Now  that  my  memory  has  been  refreshed  by  my  brother,  I 
remember  that  he  was  troubled  with  gall  stones  at  the  time  he  and  his  wife  were 
both  sick,  as  I  have  stated.     I  recollect  hearing  the  matter  discussed  at  the  time. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  any  such  disability  in  the  final  attack? — A.  I  don't  remember 
to  have  heard  anything  about  any  trouble  with  the  gall  duct  or  bladder  in  final  attack. 

Q.  How  long  was  he  sick  in  final  attack? — A.  1  think  it  was  Ijetween  three  and 
four  weeks;  but  I  may  not  )je  correct. 

Q.  Was  he  living  in  a  malarial  section? — A.  We  thought  it  a  very  healthy  loca- 
tion. Most  people  on  the  i.sland  went  to  the  seashore;  but  we  never  thought  it  nec- 
easarj',  on  account  of  our  elevated  locati<in. 

Q.  Did  he  have  any  attacks  of  malarial  fever  prior  to  final  attack? — A.  Not  that  I 
know  of. 
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Q.  Was  there  anything  about  his  complexion  or  appearance  that  would  indicate 
that  he  was  suffering  from  malaria  prior  to  final  attack? — A.  That  is  a  difScult  ques- 
tion to  answer.  He  was  a  reasonably  healthy-looking  man.  His  complexion  was 
clear;  nothing  about  it  indicating  presence  of  any  especial  complaint.  I  would  not 
call  him  sallow.  He  was  able  to  attend  to  business  prior  to  his  final  attack,  so  far  as 
I  know. 

John  Randolph,  a  brother  of  Mrs.  Van  Orsdel  and  son  of  Dr.  Ran- 
dolph, was  pi*esent  at  the  time  his  sister's  said  deposition  was  taken, 
and,  being  sworn  by  the  si>ecial  examiner,  deposed  and  said  that  he 
could  corroborate  all  of  her  statements  except  as  to  the  last  illness  of 
the  soldier,  of  which  he  had  no  personal  knowledge,  but  did  remember 
helping  to  hold  the  soldier  in  ])ed  at  the  time  he  and  his  wife  were  Ixith 
sick,  and  that  the  doctors  said  that  he  was  troubled  with  gall  stones, 
and  that  to  the  best  of  his  recollection  this  occurred  during  the  winter 
of  1869-70. 

The  statements  of  the  son  and  daughter  of  Dr.  Randolph  are  in  har- 
mony- with  his  statement  in  his  affidavit  filed  April  13,  1898,  wherein 
he  alleged  that  he  had  treated  the  soldier  for  gall  stones  when  he  was 
first  called  to  see  him  in  October,  1865,  a  number  of  which  were  found 
in  his  fajces.  He  also  said  in  such  affidavit  that  the  soldier  was  suf- 
fering from  malarial  fever  at  the  same  time,  but  the  only  symptoms 
described  in  his  said  affidavit,  namely,  ''Pulse,  120,  quick,  full,  etc: 
severe  pain  in  right  side  and  enlarged  and  indurated  liver/'  ure  not 
pathognomonic  of  malarial  fever,  either  acute  or  chronic.  The  con- 
dition of  the  spleen  was  not  referred  to,  although  the  condition  of 
this  viscus  is  one  of  the  most  important  points  to  be  determined  in 
diagnosticating  a  case  of  supposed  chronic  malarial  poisoning. 

Although  Dr.  Randolph  stated  in  his  said  affidavit  that  he  was  first 
called  to  treat  the  soldier  in  the  fall  of  1805,  he  said  in  his  deposition 
before  the  special  examiner  that  he  was  not  positive  as  to  whether  he 
went  to  Edisto  Island  in  the  fall  of  1865  or  of  18G6,  but  was  certain 
that  he  left  there  in  186I^  nearlv  two  years  prior  to  the  date  of  the 
soldiers  death.  It  seems,  however,  that  the  doctor  is,  or  was  at  the 
daU^s  on  which  he  made  his  said  affidavit  and  deposition,  respectively, 
a  verv  old  man — over  82  vears  of  atje — and  his  memorv,  both  as  to 
the  facts  and  dates,  was  not  of  the  best. 

George  (i.  Kennedy,  a  brother  of  the  claimant,  and  Mrs.  Clara 
Mcllichael,  a  sister  of  the  soldier,  ])oth  testified  that  the  soldier  had 
chills  and  fever  at  or  soon  after  his  discharge  and  continued  to  suffer 
therefrom  subsequent  thereto.  Mrs.  McMichael  even  went  so  far  as 
to  say  that  when  he  had  a  chill  he  ''would  shake  so  that  the  house 
would  fairly  shake."  This  affiant  also  said  that  it  was  on  account  of 
such  disease  that  he  went  South,  as  he  thought  he  would  be  much  l>et- 
ter  there. 

The  widow  of  the  soldier — the  claimant  and  appellant  in  the  case — 
testified  at  great  length  in  her  deposition  before  a  special  examiner. 
She  deposed  and  said,  in  part,  as  follows: 
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After  diticharge  my  husband  firet  came  home.  I  was  then  at  my  brother  Alex. 
Kennedy's,  about  3  miles  north  of  Portersville,  Pa.  He  now  lives  at  Balm,  Mercer 
County,  Pa.  My  husband  did  not  stay  over  a  month  and  then  went  down  to  Edisto 
Island,  South  Carolina.  I  went  down  to  him  about  the  middle  of  September,  1865. 
We  lived  there  then  until  his  death.  He  kept  a  planter's  supply  store  near  the  cen- 
ter of  the  island  for  about  two  years  and  then  worked  on  a  salary  for  John  Wright, 
aboat  a  half  mile  distant.  He  must  have  worked  for  him  nearly  three  years — up  to 
the  spring  of  1871.  Then  he  went  back  to  his  old  place,  where  he  died.  We  kept 
house  there.  Our  nearest  neighbor  was  Jabez  Wescoat;  and  J.  G.  Staevens,  Carl 
Berlin,  Anton  Berg  were  about  the  next  nearest.  Berg  and  Staevens  worked  for 
Mr.  Wright,  and  Berlin  had  a  plantation.  Jal>ez  Wescoat  is  dead.  Mr.  Wright 
lived  in  Nev/  York,  and  these  men  conducted  his  business.  Maj.  Carl  Berlin  is  in  the 
Home  at  Dayton,  Ohio.  Staevens  is  yet  at  Edisto,  and  the  last  I  heard  Berg  was  at 
Sumter,  S.  C,  Staevens  would  know  his  address.  I  do  not  know  of  any  others  now 
alive  who  were  intimate  with  my  husband  while  at  Edisto. 

Dr.  T.  P.  Mikell,  now  dead,  was  the  physician  who  attended  my  husband  during 
his  last  illness.  Dr.  Mikell  was  married,  but  I  do  not  know  if  his  wife  is  alive  or  not. 
He  had  children. 

Berlin,  Berg,  and  Staevens,  mentioned  above,  all  saw  my  husband  during  his  last 
illness,  and  sat  up  with  him.  Also  Miss  Sarah  Randolph  (now  Mrs.  Van  Orsdel)  of 
Riley,  Riley  Coimty,  Kans.  She  was  living  with  me  at  the  time.  I  can't  name  any 
other. 

My  husband  was  ill  about  ten  days  during  his  fatal  sickness.  He  was  taken  with 
a  chill  first  and  then  he  would  have  chills  and  fever  alternately,  and  he  vomited  a 
great  deal.  He  would  have  a  chill  and  fever  on  the  same  day,  and  then  he  would 
have  one  of  these  vomiting  si:)ells.     *    *    * 

The  matter  which  he  vomited  M'as  very  dark — of  a  greenish  nature — more  retching. 
He  suffered  intensely  while  vomiting.  There  were  no  other  complications  that  I 
know  of.  He  did  not  have  diarrhea  that  I  remember — his  bowels  moved,  but  it 
was  not  unnatural — there  M-as  no  diarrhea  that  I  remember.  Yes,  his  kidneys 
were  slightly  affected — his  urine  was  very  dark  colored.  It  seems  to  me  it  was  rather 
scant,  but  very  high  colored.  It  was  a  kind  of  reddish  color — dark.  Yes,  there  was 
a  slight  hemorrhage  with  the  urine — I  remember  distinctly  the  doctor  speaking  about 
that.     That  was  Dr.  Mikell. 

He  complained  of  very  severe  pains  in  his  left  side — so  much  so  that  when  delirious 
he  would  say,  "Do  cut  me  oi)en  and  take  that  away — take  it  away,"  he  would  say. 
He  also  complained  of  a  great  deal  of  pain  across  his  back  in  the  region  of  the  kid- 
neys. I  don't  know  that  he  complained  of  pains  in  any  other  part  of  the  body — of 
his  head,  of  course.  He  complained  of  his  head — I  remember  jnitting  ice  cloths  on 
his  head.     It  was  in  his  forehead — just  in  the  top  of  his  head. 

I  was  wrong  in  saying  he  complained  of  pain  m  his  leit  side.  I  meant  the  right 
side — it  was  just  in  the  region  of  the  liver.  He  had  that  from  the  time  his  last  sick- 
ness began — he  would  have  spasms  like — he  first  would  have  a  chill  an<l  then  the 
fevers  would  come  on,  and  then  the  pain — he  would  have  something  like  a  spasm 
almost,  he  suffered  so.  He  was  delirous  quite  a  good  deal  during  his  last  sickness — 
there  were  times  when  he  was  rational  and  at  times  he  was  delirious.  I  do  not  leniem- 
l)er  that  he  bloated  during  his  sickness.  I  know  that  he  m  as  very  much  bloated  after 
his  death — his  skin  turned  saffron  color.  He  was  a  s'liall  man — short  and  rather 
heavy  set — not  what  you  would  call  stout  thouc:h. 

I  could  not  say  just  when  he  l)egan  to  have  pains  in  his  head — it  was  dnrini;  his 
la^it  sickness. 

He  never  was  hurt  after  discharge,  but  he  always  had  these  chills  and  fever.  He 
never  complaine<l  of  anything  el-e— malaria  he  uso<l  to  call  it.  He  had  a  very  bad 
sfKsH  of  it  in  the  winter  of  ISii.'),  just  after  I  went  South,  and  was  treated  by  Dr.  Ran- 
dolph, now  of  Mayday,  Riley  C'ou!;ty,  Kaiis.     lie  and  Drs.  Mikell  an<l  Sams  were 
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the  only  physicians  who  treate<l  him  after  distrharge.  Dr.  Moos  treated  him  during 
service,  and  I  have  furnished  bis  testimony. 

My  husband  was  hit  V)y  a  piece  of  a  spent  shell  during  service  and  was  knocked 
down,  but  I  could  not  tell  w-hen  it  was  or  in  what  battle,  but  I  have  heard  him  speak 
about  it.  He  was  not  off  duty  on  account  of  it.  He  never  complained  of  any  effects 
from  it.     He  was  not  wounded  at  any  other  time. 

He  was  keeping  a  little  store  on  his  own  accomit  at  the  time  his  last  sickness 
began.  He  had  not  been  exposed  in  any  way.  He  was  a  man  of  good  habits — he 
was  not  a  teetotaler,  but  was  a  man  of  temperate  habits.  I  never  saw  him  under 
the  influence  of  liquor. 

Carl  Berlin,  a.ssistant  adjutant-genei'al,  "Central  Branch,  N.  M.  H. 
D.  V.  S.,""  deposed  and  said: 

I  first  knew  Robert  O.  Christy  in  summer  of  1866.  I  met  him  on  Edisto  Island, 
South  Carolina.  He  was  engage<l  in  cotton  planting  and  conducted  a  store  also. 
I  knew  him  from  1866  until  his  death.  I  can  not  now  state  year  or  date  of  his  death. 
I  conducted  a  plantation  about  6  or  7  miles  from  his  store,  b'.it  I  passed  same  almost 
daily.     I  knew  Christy  vi^ry  well  and  intimately.    *    *    *    . 

I  knew  Christy  from  1866  until  his  death — it  was  several  years;  I  went  to  Charles- 
ton in  1876,  and  it  >vas  a  numl>er  of  years  before  that  that  Christy  died. 

When  I  first  knew  him  he  did  not  have  appearance  of  robust  health  —was  small 
and  thin.  I  know  that  he  was  sick  and  complaining  at  times  during  period  I  knew 
him  there;  most  everybody  had  malaria  there  then — those  that  lived  in  the  country 
did  and  Christy  did.  Of  course  I  can  not  say  anything  now^  about  frequency  or 
severity  of  his  attacks.  I  know  he  was  sick  for  sometime  before  he  died — his  death 
was  not  sudden — he  died,  as  I  understood  it  at  time,  of  malarial  fever.  I  can  not 
recall  that  Christy  related  to  me  that  he  had  this  same  trouble  in  army.  I  can  not 
sav  that  he  had  malaria  in  1866. 

The  island  was  verv  malarious  in  those  earlv  davs  and  most  evervone  had  malaria. 
If  Christv  contracted  it  before  he  came  there  I  do  not  know  it. 

* 

I  probably  sat  up  with  Christy  in  his  final  illness  as  alleged.  No,  I  can  not  now 
recall  any  symptoms  he  manifested  in  same. 

Gustavo  Staevens,  a  merchant  on  Edisto  Island,  South  Carolina, 
deposed  and  said: 

I  rememV)er  Robert  (}.  Christy  and  his  wife  quite  well. 

I  went  to^Edisto  to  live  in  October,  1865,  and  found  Christy  there — he  had  only 
been  there  a  few  weeks. 

I  knew  him  quite  well — lived  in  the  house  with  him  and  his  wife  in  1870  and  i>art 
of  1869. 

Christy  and  his  wife,  Margaret,  were  living  together  as  man  and  wife  from  that 
time  until  he  die<l. 

I  think  he  died  of  malarial  fever.  Dr.  Mikell  (dead)  who  attended  him  told  me 
that  malaria  was  the  cause  of  death.  I  knew  that  Christy  had  Ijeen  suffering  with 
it  for  about  a  vear.  He  was  taken  sick  with  malaria  when  I  lived  in  his  house. 
His  death  was  sudden  and  unexpectefl,  although  he  had  been  ailing  with  malaria 
and  was  confined  to  his  be<l;  he  was  not  thought  to  l>e  very  sick.  I  M'ent  to  see 
him  while  he  was  sick  and  got  to  the  house  a  few  minutes  after  he  died.  He  died 
on  August  24,  1871. 

When  I  met  him  in  1865  he  seemed  perfectly  sound  and  well,  and  I  never  knew 
him  to  l>e  sick,  until  he  was  taken  with  malaria,  while  I  lived  in  the  house  with  him. 

No,  sir;  he  was  in  good  health  when  I  first  went  to  live  with  them.  I  was  in  the 
house  nearly  two  years,  and  after  he  once  got  down  with  malaria  he  was  never  well 
again;  he  would  get  better  at  times,  but  he  was  ahvays  complaining  up  to  his  last 
sickness. 
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Tee,  sir;  Edisto  Island  was  very  unhealthy  in  those  days,  especially  in  the  sum- 
mer, and  everybody  had  malaria  who  could  not  get  away  in  summer  and  early  fall. 
I  had  it  in  1868,  and  did  not  get  over  it  for  a  year  or  two;  was  ver>'  ill,  and  was 
given  up  to  die.  I  contracted  it  on  the  island.  Those  who  stay  on  the  island  in 
6iimnier,  and  newcomers,  still  have  malarial  fever,  but  not  so  bad  since  we  got  arte- 
sian wells. 

In  an  ex  parte  affidavit,  however,  filed  some  two  years  prior  to  the 
date  of  his  foregoing  deposition,  this  same  affiant  said: 

I  came  to  Edisto  Island,  South  Carolina,  in  the  fall  of  1865.  R.  G.  Christy  was 
living  there  then.  I  lived  within  less  than  a  mile  from  him  that  time  to  the  day  of 
his  death,  August  24,  1871,  with  the  exception  of  about  two  years  (during  these  two 
years  we  lived  in  the  same  house,  etc. )  *  *  *  I  know  he  was  during  all  this 
time — that  is,  off  and  on — suffering  with  malarial  fever;  was  at  one  time  laid  up  for 
two  or  three  weeks,  and  the  ph^'sician  who  attended  him  then,  Dr.  Randolph,  spoke 
very  discouraging  of  his  case;  said  to  me  it  was  not  certain  whether  or  not  he  would 
pull  out.  ♦  *  ♦  Dr.  Mikell  told  me  on  the  day  of  his  death  that  malarial  fever 
was  the  cause  of  it — he  was  the  physician  who  attended  him  in  his  last  sickness. 

M.  M.  Seabrook  deposed  and  said; 

I  returned  to  Edisto  in  1867  and  met  Robert  G.  Christy  and  his  wife,  Margaret,  as 
soon  as  I  got  back  there,  and  knew  them  (juite  well  from  that  time  until  he  died. 
I  do  not  know  the  exact  date  of  his  death,  but  1  knew  him  quite  well  from  that  time 
until  he  died.  I  do  not  know  the  exact  date  of  his  death,  but  I  knew  him  quite 
well  about  four  years. 

He  died  of  malarial  fever  contracted  on  the  island.  It  was  the  prevailing  disease 
there.  I  suppose  his  last  sickness  lasted  about  ten  days,  but  he  had  been  sick  for 
about  a  year,  I  suppose,  before  that  last  spell,  with  malaria. 

Yes,  sir;  I  knew  that  he  died  of  malarial  fever,  for  I  went  to  see  him  while  he  was 
sick.  No,  sir;  he  was  not  killed.  I  hear  what  Dr.  Bams  says,  but  he  had  a  man  by 
the  name  of  Geraty  in  mind  who  was  killed  as  he  says. 

No,  sir;  nothing  was  the  matter  with  Christy  when  I  first  met  him.  He  was  a 
sound  and  well-looking  man,  but  he  had  a  spell  of  fever  a  year  or  so  l)efore  he  died 
and  never  got  over  it.  I  knew  him  quite  well  and  remembered  him  with  the  great- 
est kindness,  and  will  be  glad  to  help  his  widow  in  any  way  I  can. 

J.  W.  Seabrook  deposed  and  said: 

I  was  bom  and  raised  on  Kdisto  Island,  and  lived  there  until  about  1875  or  1876. 

I  remembered  a  man  quite  well  by  the  name  of  Christy,  who  lived  on  Edisto 
Island  after  the  war,  and  who  died  there  of  malarial  fever. 

I  was  in  the  Confederate  service  and  came  back  here  in  1866,  and  took  a  boat  from 
here  to  Edisto.  I  met  Christy  on  the  l>out  and  we  went  to  the  island  tt)gether,  and 
I  spent  that  night  at  his  house.  He  was  very  kind  to  me,  and  therefore  I  would  like 
to  do  anything  that  a  gentleman  can  do  to  help  his  family.  Yes,  sir;  I  know  that 
he  died  of  malarial  fever,  for  while  I  was  not  present  I  was  living  near,  and  on  a 
small  island  like  that  you  know  everything  that  takes  place,  besides  I  know  that  he 
was  failing  for  about  a  ye  >r  l)efore  he  die<l.  He  certainly  die<l  of  malarial  fever,  and 
he  contracted  it  on  the  island  I  am  sure,  for  it  was  the  prevailing  disease.  Nearly 
everybody  on  the  island  had  it  in  those  days.  The  island  was  very  fiat  and  the 
wells  shallow,  and  in  consecjuence  everyone  drank  surface  water  and  nearly  all  of 
them  had  malarial  fever.  Nothing  was  the  matter  with  him  in  1866,  when  we  went 
over  on  the  boat  together,  so  far  as  I  could  8c»o,  and  I  never  noticed  nor  knew  him  to 
be  sick  until  alx>ut  a  year  before  he  died,  when  his  complexion  began  to  show  signs 
of  the  effect  of  the  water  and  climate  on  him. 
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R.  E.  Seabrook  deposed  and  said: 

I  returned  to  Edisto  in  1867  and  met  Robert  G.  Christy  in  1867,  and  his  wife, 
Margaret,  as  soon  as  I  got  back  there,  and  knew  them  quite  well  frona  that  time 
until  he  died.  I  do  not  know  the  exact  date  of  his  death,  but  I  knew  him  quite 
well  about  four  years. 

His  wife  lived  with  him  until  he  died. 

He  died  of  malarial  fever  contrac^ted  on  the  island.  It  was  the  prevailing  disease 
there.  I  suppose  his  last  sickness  lasted  about  ten  days,  but  he  had  been  sick  for 
about  a  year,  I  8upix)8e,  before  that  last  spell,  with  malaria. 

Yes,  sir;  I  know  that  he  died  of  malarial  fever,  for  I  went  to  see  hiiu  while  he 
was  sick.  No,  sir;  he  was  not  killed.  I  hear  what  Dr.  Sams  says,  but  he  had  a 
man  by  the  name  of  Geraty  in  mind,  who  was  killed  as  he  says. 

No,  sir;  nothing  was  the  jnatter  with  Christy  when  I  first  met  him.  He  was  a 
sound  and  well  looking  man,  but  he  ha<l  a  spell  of  fever  a  year  or  so  before  he  died 
and  never  got  over  it.  I  knew  him  quite  well  and  remember  him  with  the  greatest 
kindness,  and  will  l^e  glad  to  lielp  his  widow  in  any  way  I  can. 

Inasmuch  as  nearly  all  of  the  niatc3rial  evidence  filed  by  the  claimant 
and  adduced  upon  special  examination  is  that  of  lay  witnesses,  it  has 
been  deemed  advisable  to  quote  such  evidence  quite  fully,  with  a  view 
to  showing  their  personal  knowledge  as  to  the  essential  features  in 
the  case  in  regard  to  which  they  have  testified. 

There  is  no  record  of  treatment  in  hospital  of  the  soldier  w^hile  in 
the  service  for  malarial  fever,  ))ut  the  testimony'  of  the  regimental 
surgeon  to  the  effect  that  he  well  remembers  having  treated  him  in 
the  fall  of  1864,  or  winter  of  1864-(35,  for  chills  and  fever  is  probably 
suflBcient  to  show  that  the  soldier  did  contract  malaria  during  his 
military  service,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  said  evidence  was 
given  from  memory  alone  thirty-four  ^^ears  after  the  said  alleged 
treatment  for  the  disease  in  question.  The  surgeon's  evidence,  how- 
ever, is  corroborated  by  one  comrade  of  the  soldier,  and  by  his  widow 
and  her  sister  as  well,  in  so  far  as  the  existence  of  said  disease  while 
he  was  in  front  of  Petersburg,  Va.,  and  at  home  on  furlough,  respec- 
tively, is  concerned. 

Admitting,  then,  that  the  soldier  did  contract  malarial  fever  and 
was  treated  therefor  while  in  the  service,  and  conceding  that  the  other 
evidence  in  the  case,  as  herein  set  out,  shows  fairly  well  that  malarial 
fever  was  the  cause  of  death — although  the  probability  of  there  hav- 
ing been  a  complicating  and  by  no  means  unimportant  factor  in  said 
death  caiLsc  nmst  not  be  lost  sight  of — the  only  question  that  remains 
to  be  determined  is.  Did  the  malarial  fever  of  service  origin  result  in 
chronic  paludism  or  malarial  cachexia,  and  subsequently — aided  by 
intense  reinfection — cause  deaths  Such,  at  least,  is  the  contention  of 
the  appellant;  but,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Department,  the  facts  pre- 
sented in  the  case  do  not  warrant  that  conclusion. 

According  to  the  history  of  the  case,  as  outlined  in  the  evidence 
herein  referred  to,  the  soldier  was  treated  by  the  regimental  surgeon 
for  chills  and  fever  (malarial  fever)  in  the  fall  or  winter  of  1864,  but 
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it  does  not  appear  to  have  been  severe  enough,  to  have  demanded  hos- 
pital treatment  at  any  time  during  the  subsequent  eight  or  nine  months 
that  he  remained  in  the  service.     He  was  discharged  July  24,  1865, 
and  about  one  month  thereafter  went  to  Edisto  Island,  S.  C,  to  live. 
At  least  one  witness,  his  sister-in-law,  says  that  he  went  there  l)ecause 
he  thought  his  health  would  improve.     The  only  disease  affecting  his 
health  mentioned  by  this  aflSant  was  malaria.     It  seems  wholly  and 
utterly  inconsistent,  however,  to  suppose  that  a  i>erson  sufftu'ing  from 
malarial  poisoning  would  have  left  a  nonmalarious  district  like  west- 
ern Pennsylvania — where,  had  ho  remained  and  received  projx^r  treat- 
ment, the  disease  would  in  all  probability  have  been  eradicated  from 
his  s^'stem — and  have  gone  to  a  district  like  Edisto  Island,  S.  C, 
which  was  notorious  for  the  prevalence  of  malarial  fever  at  the  time 
the   soldier  went  and  lived  there    "for  the  benefit  of   his   health." 
Elspeciall}^  does  this  fact  seem  true  in  this  case,  because  the  widow  of 
the  deceased  soldier  says  that  he  had  "  touch(\s  of  ague"  while  at 
home  on  furlough,  which,  he  told  her,  originated  at  Beaufort,  S.  C. — 
which  is  situated  on  Port  Royal  Island,  in  the  neighborhood  of  Edisto 
Island— but  did  not  develop  until  he  reached  Knoxville,  Tenn.     As 
al)ove  shown,  however,  he  was  not  treated  for  said  disease  until  his 
regiment  arrived   before  Peters]>urg,  Va.     A])out  all   the  evidence, 
both,  lay  and  medical,  filed  by  the  claimant  and  adduced  upon  special 
examination  as  to  the  alleged  continuance  subs(Hiuent  to  the  soldier's 
discharge  of  malarial  poisoning  is  that  of  near  relatives.     But  one  of 
these  affiants  is  a  physician,  and  his  testimony,  as  will  be  o})served, 
i.s  not  especially  favorable  to  the  claimant's  contentions.     This  aflSant, 
Dr.  Randolph,  says  that  he  met  the  soldier  at  "the  grand  re  vie*  w,"  at 
Washington,  I).  C,  at  which  time  he  schemed  to  be  in  good  health, 
and  that  the}'  did  not  meet  again  until  they  met  at  Edisto  Island, 
South  Carolina,  where  they  lived  close  together  from  1866  to  1869. 
This  affiant  stated,  in  his  affidavit  filed  by  the  claimant,  that  he  first 
treated  the  soldier  in  the  fall  of  1865,  but  in  his  deposition  ]>efore 
a  special  examiner  he  said  that  he  was  not  positive  whether  it  was  in 
the  fall  of  1865  or  186^)  that  he  was  first  called  on  to  treat  the  soldier, 
but  was  inclined  to  believe  from  his  daughter's  statement,  whose  mem- 
ory was  better  than  his,  that  it  was  in  1866  that  the  illness  referred  to 
occurred.     The  daughter  herself,  Mrs.  Van  Orsdel,  said  that  she  did 
not  move  to  Edisto  Island  until  the  summer  of  1868.     This  affiant 
said  that  while  she  remembered  that  the  soldier  was  ill  a  time  or  two 
before  his  last  illness,  she  did  not  rcmem])er  what  ailed  him,  but  recol- 
lects that  his  wife,  who  wjis  also  sick,  had  rheumatism;  that  she  was 
present  during  his  last  illness,  and  his  physician  called  it  hemorrhagic 
malarial  fever,  with  some  complications;  that  he  complained  of  severe 
pain  in  the  alxlominal  region,  and  his  wife  applied  poultices  in  that 
region;  that  her  memory,  upon  being  refreshed  by  her  brother,  was 
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to  the  effect  that  he  was  suffering  from  gall  stones  at  the  time  both  he 
and  his  wife  were  sick,  but  does  not  remember  whether  he  was  troubled 
with  gall  stones  during  his  last  illness;  that  she  does  not  remember 
that  he  had  any  attacks  of  malaria  prior  to  his  last  sickness;  and  that 
prior  to  such  illness  his  complexion  was  clear,  with  nothing  about  him 
to  indicate  the  presence  of  any  especial  complaint,  and  that  he  was  able 
to  attend  to  his  business  up  to  the  sjiid  last  attack. 

Here  arc  two  relatives,  at  least,  whose  testimony  fails  to  show  that 
the  soldier  suffered  from  malarial  cachexia — "a  condition  which  often 
supei'venes  in  cases  imperfectly  or  impro]:)erly  treatt^d,  or  in  persons 
living  in  malarial  districts  where  there  is  constant  exposure  to  the 
cause,  and  consequent  repeated  attacks"  (Tyson) — during  the  period 
intervening  between  the  date  of  his  muster  out  from  the  service  and 
the  dates  of  his  last  illness  and  death,  respectively. 

The  most  striking  symptoms  of  this  condition  Ls  anaemia  of  a  peculiar  kind.  The 
skin  exhibits  a  dirty  yellow  or  sallow  appearance,  often  erroneously  characterized 
as  ** bilious,"  as  though  it  were  a  form  of  jaundice,  which  it  is  not,  although  there 
may  be  sometimes  slight  jaundice  also.  Such  j^ersons  have,  in  addition,  deranged 
digestion.  The  tongue  is  pale,  flabby,  and  coated,  and  the  breath  sometimes  foul. 
The  bowels  are  constipated.  The  hands  and  feet  are  cold,  the  circulation  is  gen- 
erally bad,  and  the  temperature  in  subnormal,  though  it  may  alternate  with  the  fever- 
ish state.  In  consequence  of  the  hydra^mic  blood  there  is  sometimes  (I'dema  of  the 
feet  and  even  general  anasarca.  *  *  *  Such  jiersons  have  enlarged  spleen,  the 
"ague  cAke,"  which  sometimes  extends  down  as  far  as  the  crest  of  the  ilium  and  as 
far  forward  as  the  median  line,  and  its  outline  may  l)e  felt  through  the  abdominal 
walls.     (Tyson, ) 

No  such  history  as  above  outlined  lias  been  supplied  in  this  case. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  most  of  the  evidence  in  the  case  is  to  the  effect 
that  no  such  conditions  existed.  While  some  of  the  symptoms 
described  by  Dr.  Randolph  might  be  present  in  malarial  fever,  none 
of  them  are  pathognomonic  of  such  disease,  but  about  all  of  them, 
nameW,  ''quick,  full  pulse,  severe  pain  in  right  side,  with  entire 
intermissions  in  the  region  of  the  ductus  choledochus  communis  (com- 
mon bile  duct),  and  the  passage  of  gallstones"  may  be  found  in 
cholelithiasis  ("the  presence  of,  or  a  condition  associated  with,  calculi 
in  the  gall  bladder  or  in  a  gall  duct,"  Gould),  for  which  the  soldier 
was  treated  by  the  said  affiant,  who  also  says  that  he  had  intermittent 
fever  at  the  same  time;  but,  as  above  stated,  no  pathognomonic  or 
diagnostic  symptoms  of  malaria  were  described. 

As  to  the  etiology  of  gallstones,  accepted  authorities  agree  that 
three-fourths  of  the  cases  occur  in  women,  but  both  sexes  are  subject 
to  them,  and  some  of  the  causes  thereof  (aside  from  those  peculiar  to 
women)  mentioned  are  sedentary  occupations,  particularly  when  com- 
bined with  overindulgence  in  eating,  the  subjects  being  often  stout 
and  usuall}"  very  fond  of  starch}^  and  saccharine  food;  conditions  "which 
induce  lithic  acid,  and  constipation  and  depressing  mental  influences 
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have  been  regarded  as  favoring  circumstances.  And  it  is  stated  that 
while  in  the  majority  of  cases  gallstones  cause  no  symptoms,  an 
impacted  stone  in  the  cystic  or  common  duct  usually  excites  violent 
symptoms  known  as  biliary  colic,  characterized  by  sudden  and  excru- 
ciating or  agonizing  pains  in  the  right  hypochondriac  region;  that  it 
is  often  associated  with  a  rigor  and  a  rise  of  temperature  from  102"^  to 
103^;  that  the  pain  is  usually  so  intense  that  the  patient  rolls  about  in 
a^ony;  that  there  are  vomiting,  profuse  sweating,  and  great  depres- 
sion of  the  circulation;  that  there  may  be  marked  tenderness  in  the 
region  of  the  liver,  which  may  become  enlarged;  that  in  a  large  num- 
ber of  cases  jaundice  develops;  that  the  attacks  vary  in  duration  from 
a  few  hours  to  several  days,  or  even  a  week  or  more,  and  that  occa- 
sionally accidents  occur,  such  as  rupture  of  the  duct  with  fatal  peri- 
tonitis—or syncope,  owing  to  the  intensity  of  the  pain,  may  follow, 
and  has  been  known  to  prove  fatal. 

The  diagnostic  symptoms  of  biliary  colic  are  given  as  pain,  more  or 
less  localized  in  the  right  lower  thoracic  and  upper  abdominal  region, 
accompanied  by  tenderness;  and  if  jaundice  and  biliary  urine  are  pres- 
ent all  doubt  is  removed.  A  chill  with  fever  is  frequentl}^  present, 
and  a  history  of  previous  attacks  is  a  most  important  guide. 

While  it  may  appear  to  be  somewhat  of  a  digression  from  the  con- 
$idei*ation  of  the  question  at  issue  by  what  has  been  said  in  regard  to 
gallstones,  the  reasons  therefor  will,  it  is  thought,  be  apparent  when 
the  appellant's  statements  relative  to  the  conditions  manifested  during 
her  late  husband's  final  illness  arc  dulv  considered.  Other  witnesses 
state  that  his  death  was  caused  bv  malarial  fever,  ])ut  she  is  about  the 
only  one  whose  testimony  gives  oven  a  semblance  of  a  clinical  picture 
of  his  last  illness.  Her  said  testimony  has  been  fully  set  forth  else- 
where herein,  and  need  not  be  repeated.  The  principal  symptoms 
described,  however,  were  chills,  fever,  severe  vomiting  spells — the 
matter  vomited  being  of  a  dark,  greenish  nature — intense  pain,  espe- 
cially when  vomiting,  in  the  region  of  the  liver,  and  delirium,  during 
which  he  would  say,  ''Do  cut  me  open  and  take  that  away;  take  it 
away."  While  some  of  these  symptoms  occur  in  malarial  fever,  they 
are  all  found  in  biliary  colic;  and  with  the  history  of  the  passage  at  a 
prior  date  of  a  large  number  of  gallstones  it  seems  almost  conclusive 
that  the  conditions  descril)ed  by  the  claimant  were  due  to  a  return  or 
to  another  attack  of  biliary  colic,  though  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
faeces  were  examined  for  the  presence  of  gallstones.  Mrs.  Van  Orsdel 
says  that  she  does  not  remember  whether  he  passed  any  gallstones 
during  his  last  illness  or  not,  though  the  symptoms  were  similar  to 
those  manifested  at  the  said  prior  attack  of  that  trouble.  Gustave 
Staevens  says  that  the  soldier's  "death  was  sudden  and  unexpected." 
This,  however,  is  denied  by  one  other  witness.  While  the  prognosis 
is  favorable  in  the  vast  majority  of  cases  of  biliary  colic,  perforation  of 
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the  duct  occasionally  takes  place,  with  fatal  peritonitis  following. 
Syncope,  due  to  the  intensity  of  the  pain  in  acute  impaction  of  the 
biliary  duc^t,  may  also  follow  and  prove  fatal. 

In  view  of  the  facts  above  set  forth  as  to  the  conditions  manifested 
during  the  soldier's  fatal  illness,  there  sceins  to  be  a  strong  prol>ability 
that  biliary  colic,  or  some  accident  connei^ted  therewith,  was  a  con- 
tributory or  complicating,  or  possibly  the  immediate,  cause  of  his 
death. 

One  other  possible  or  probable  factor  in  the  causation  of  his  death 
remains  to  ])e  considered.     Dr.  liandolph  said: 

His  kidneys,  I  think,  wore  involve<l,  with  an  evident  ttaidency  to  Bright'8  disease, 
pretty  strongly  niarke<i  at  times. 

Although  it  would  appear  that  this  affiant  suspected  the  existence 
of  Bright's  disease  some  years  prior  to  the  soldier's  death,  it  does  not 
appear  that  he  ever  took  the  trouble  to  analyze  his  urine  with  a  view 
to  determining  definitely  whether  or  not  such  disease  was  present. 

The  appellant  also  said  that  the  soldier,  during  his  last  illness,  com- 
plained of  a  gr(»at  deal  of  pain  across  his  back  in  the  region  of  his  kid- 
neys, and  of  pains  in  his  head;  that  his  urine  was  very  dark  colored, 
and  rather  scant;  that  there  was  a  slight  hemorrhage  with  the  urine, 
and  Dr.  Mikoll  cjilled  her  att(»ntion  to  it;  that  he  was  delirous  quite  a 
good  deal  during  his  hist  illness,  and  that  he  was  very  much  bloated 
after  his  death.  While  these  s3nnptoms  are  not  necessarily^  diagnostic 
of  chronic  Bright's  disease,  they  are  such  as  to  warrant  a  very  strong 
suspicion  of  its  presence;  and,  in  view  of  the  facts  presented  in  regard 
thereto,  it  seems  rather  probable  that  such  disease  was  a  factor  in  the 
causation  of  the  soldier's  death,  and  it  is  not  impossible  that  urasmic 
poisoning  due  thereto  may  have  been  the  immediate  cause  of  de4ith. 

The  weight  of  the  evidence  on  file,  however,  such  as  it  is,  is  to  the 
effect  that  the  soldier's  d(Mith  was  caused  l)v  malarial  fever.  Mrs.  Van 
Orsdel,  who  was  present  during  his  fatal  illness,  said  that  Dr.  Mikell, 
the  attending  physician,  "called  it  hemorrhagic  malarial  fever,  with 
some  complications,"  but  what  they  were  she  does  not  remember. 
Relative  to  this  fonn  of  malarial.  Osier  savs: 

Hemorrghagic  fonns:  In  all  the  severe  typen  of  malarial  infection,  especially  if 
persistent,  hemorrhage  may  occur  from  the  mucous  membranes.  An  important  form 
is  the  malarial  hematuria,  wliich  in  some  instaiuies  assumes  a  very  malignant  type. 
Paroxysms  of  ague  may  precede  the  attack,  but  in  many  cases  called  malarial  hematuria 
there  is  no  fe])rile  paroxysm.  The  condition  is  usually  hemoglobinuria,  though 
blood  corpuscles  are  pre.s(*nt  also.  In  severe  ca.ses  there  is  bleeding  from  the  mucoos 
membranes.  Jaundice  is  present,  but  to  a  variable  extent,  and  Ls  hematogenous 
due  to  the  destnictioii  of  the  red  blood  corpuscles.  Malarial  hematuria  occurs  in 
epidemic  fonn  in  many  regions  of  the  southern  Stiites,  and  in  some  seasons  proves 
very  fatal. 

But  few  of  th(5  symptoms  described  by  the  authority  quoted  were — 
if  the  testimony  in  the  ciise  is  to  be  relied  upon — present  during  the  sol- 
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dier's  last  illness.  About  the  only  hemorrhage  mentioned  is  the  state- 
ment of  the  claimant  that  there  was  ''a  slight  hemorrhage  with  the 
urine/'  which  was  noticed  by  the  attending  physician,  Dr.  Mikell.  So, 
then,  in  view  of  the  facts  presented  in  this  respect,  it  is  not  satisfac- 
torily shown  that  such  form  of  the  disease  in  question  existed.  It  is  a 
matter  of  no  importance,  however,  as  to  what  form  such  disease  took 
provided  it  was  present  and  caused  the  soldier's  demise,  as  tends  to  be 
shown  by  the  weight  of  the  evidence  in  the  case;  although  at  the  same 
time  the  collateral  facts  brought  to  light  by  said  evidence  tend,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Department,  very  strongly  to  show  that  there  was 
probably  one  or  two  other  factors  which  entered  into  the  causation  of 
his  death.  And  while  either  or  both  of  said  factors  may  have  been 
only  contributory  or  complicating  causes  of  death,  it  is,  nevertheless, 
not  impossible  under  the  circumstances  that  either  of  such  factors  may 
have  been  the  immediate  cause  thereof. 

It  is  contended  that  the  soldier's  death  was  due  to  malarial  poisoning 
contracted  in  the  service  seven  years  prior  to  the  date  of  his  death. 
This,  if  true,  would  mean  that  the  attack  of  malaria  alleged  to  have 
been  conti'acted  in  the  service  had  become  chronic.  Chronic  malaria 
(chronic  paludism,  malarial  cachexia)  is  described  by  Tyson  as  being — 

*  *  *  a  condition  which  often  supervenes  in  cases  imperfectly  or  ineffectually 
treated  or  in  persons  living  in  malarial  districts  where  there  is  constant  exposure  to 
the  cause  and  constant  repeated  attacks. 

According  to  accepted  authorities,  the  two  most  striking  features  of 
malarial  cachexia  are  ansemia  of  a  peculiar  kind  and  an  enlarged  spleen, 
and  that  at  times  the  anssmia  is  profound  and  the  spleen  enormously 
enlarged.  The  appearance  of  a  person  so  affected,  especially  his  skin, 
which  '*  exhibits  a  dirty  yellow  or  sallow  appearance,"  is  generally 
indicative  of  the  cause  of  his  condition.  Osier  says:  "A  patient,  the 
subject  of  chronic  paludism,  usually  dies  of  anajinia  or  of  hemorrhage 
associated  with  it." 

That  the  soldier  did  not  exhibit  any  of  the  more  noticeable  symp- 
toms or  manifestations  of  malarial  cachexia  is  clearly  shown  by  the 
evidence  in  the  case.  Most  of  the  witnesses,  even  including  some  of 
his  near  relatives,  testify  that  he  appeared  to  be  in  good  health  at  the 
time  he  arrived  at  Edisto  Island,  South  Carolina,  in  the  fall  of  1865, 
and  had  no  serious  illness,  except  the  attack  of  biliary  colic  for  which 
he  was  treated  by  Dr.  Randolph,  up  to  within  a  short  time  prior  to 
his  death,  although  he  had  been  "ailing  for  about  a  year"  before  his 
last  illness,  which  only  lasted  about  ten  days.  Not  even  the  appellant 
describes  any  such  illness,  and  merely  says  that  all  he  complained  of 
from  time  to  time  was  malaria.  Therefore,  the  mere  fact  that  the 
soldier  may  have  had  an  attack  of  malarial  fever  while  in  the  service, 
and  while  stationed  in  a  malarious  district,  and  subsequenth'  died  some 
years  thereafter,  as  tends  to  !)e  shown,  from  the  same  disease,  furnishes 
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no  good  reason  for  supposing  that  his  military  service  was  responsible 
in  any  way  for  his  death.     It  is  no  more  true  that  all  eases  of  malarial 
fever  become  chronic  than  it  is   that  one  attack  renders  a  person 
immune  from  a  subsequent  attack  of  such  disease.     It  is   a  disease 
which  is  amenable  to  proper  treatment  unless  neglected  at  first  and 
allowed  to  become  chronic,  or  where  a  pei*son  is  constantly  exposed  to 
the  cause  thereof.     It  is  not  shown  that  a  malarial  cachexia  succeeded 
the  attack  of  malarial  fever  the  soldier  had  in  1864,  but  it  is  shown 
that  shortly  after  his  discharge  he  went  to  live  in  a  district  notorious 
at  that  time  for  the  prevalence  of  malarial  fever.     The  telluric  con- 
ditions of  said  district — Edisto  Island,  South  Carolina-  were  such  as 
are  favomble  to  the  development  of  malarial  poison,  for,  as  stated  by 
Tyson,  ''In  the  da^-s  of  Ilippocmtes  (B.  C.  4()0-3o7)  it  was  recognized 
that  marshes  breed  malaria,"  and  the  presence  of  an  over-abundant 
supply  of  mosquitoes  was  sufficient  to  account  for  its  wide  distribution, 
although  the  condition  of  the  soil,  the  drinking  water,  and  the  lack  of 
proper  drainage  wore  then  held  responsible  for  the  fact  that  nearly 
every  resident  of  that  section,  especially  the  white  people,  suffered 
more  or  less  from  malaria.     Inasmuch,  however,  as  "the  mosquito 
theor}'^  has  been  developed  to  a  positive  demonstration  that  malaria 
may  be  conve^-ed  from  the  mosquito  to  man,  and  from  man   to  the 
mosquito"  (Tyson),   it  van   not   be   contended  with   much   show  of 
reason  that  merely  because  a  man  had  at  one  time  suffered   from 
an  attack  of  malarial  fever  that  he  was  thereafter  rendered  so  sus- 
ceptible to  such   disease   that  any  subsequent  attack  thereof  was, 
practically,  a  sequence  of  the  original  infection,  as  it  can  not  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  mosquito — the  now  acknowledged  common  carrier  of 
the  poison  of  malaria,  as  it  is  of  thecjiuse  of  ^^ellow  fever,  as  was  quite 
recently  so  brilliantly  demonstmted  at   Ilabana,  Cuba,  by  the  late 
lamented  Surg.  Maj.  Walter  Reed,  U.  S.  Army,  and   his  associates, 
whose  achievements  in  the  eradication  of  said  disease  at  that  port  by 
the  destruction  of  the  insect  which  propagated  it  was  not  only  of  ines- 
timable value  to  the  island  of  Cuba,  but  to  the  world  at  large  as  well — 
would  be  any  respecter  of  i)ersons,  but  would  as  readily  inoculate  one 
person  as  another,  although  the  results  of  the  infection  might  possibly 
be  more  readily  or  i-apidly  developed  in  one  who  had  previously  been 
infected  than  in  one  who  had  not.     The  ultimate  results,  however, 
would  be  practically  the  same.     Kelative  to  the  "mosquito  theory" 
Tyson  also  says: 

Favoring  causes  and  geographical  distribution  of  the  malarial  fevers:  Such  is  the 
belief  as  to  tlie  immediate  cause  of  malarial  fever  at  the  present  day,  evidence  being 
strongly  in  favor  of  the  view  that  inoculation  is  the  only  mo<le  of  which  the  infec- 
tion is  carried  from  the  mosquito  to  man  and  from  man  back  to  the  mosquito. 
Indeed,  most  recent  studies  by  the  Italians  Bastianelli  and  Bignami  have  determined 
the  si>ecies  of  mosquitoes  that  are  capable  of  producing  two  forms  of  infection.  They 
are  the  Anopheles  daviges  and  Anophehs  piclns  (dapple- winged  mosquito  of  Hobs), 
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both  conveying  the  sestivo-autumnal  form,  while  the  former  is  the  conveyer  of  ter- 
tian infection.  These  views  are  further  confirmed  by  the  conditions  which  favor 
malarial  fever,  and  these,  notwithstanding  exceptions,  are  hot  climates  and  hot 
seasons  plus  decomposing  v^etable  matter,  low  river  banks  frequently  covered  and 
uncovered  with  water  and  exposed  to  the  sun — in  a  word,  conditions  that  favor  the 
breeding  of  mosquitoes. 

Wherever  these  conditions  occur  malaria  is  rife.  Especially  are  they  found  in  the 
southern  borders  of  the  North  Temperate  Zone,  as  in  our  Southern  United  States, 
Southern  Italy,  and  along  the  Lower  Danube,  the  northern  border  of  the  South  Tem- 
I>erate  Zone,  in  the  Tropics,  as  Central  America,  the  West  Indies,  Central  Africa,  and 
Southern  Asia.  A  freshly  upturned  soil  may  furnish  under  a  sufficiently  high  tem- 
perature a  minimum  of  60®  F.  (15.6°  C),  as  favorable  a  focus  almost  as  a  marshy 
river  bank.  AH  ages  are  susceptible,  but  children  are  especially  liable  to  take  the 
disease  on  exposure.     More  men  have  it  than  women,  for  evident  reasons. 

Currents  of  air  carry  the  disease  to  localities  in  which  it  is  not  primarily  engen- 
dered, such  currents  carrying  the  mosquitoes  laden  with  extracorporeal  forms. 

The  weight  of  the  evidence  adduced  upon  special  examination  and 
the  report  of  the  special  examiner  who  secured  the  same  is  to  the 
effect  that  for  some  years  immediately  after  the  war  of  the  rebellion 
the  neighborhood  m  which  the  soldier  lived  at  the  time  of  his  death 
(Edisto  Island,  South  Carolina)  was  notorious  for  the  prevalence  of 
malarial  fever;  that  all  white  persons  living  there  who  did  not  leave 
there  in  the  early  spring  and  remain  away  until  after  a  heavy  frost  in 
the  autumn  suffered  from  said  disease;  that  in  1871,  the  year  the 
soldier  died,  it  was  practically^  epidemic,  and  that  all  white  persons 
who  lived  there  at  that  time  are  either  dead  or  have  moved  away. 

The  weight  of  the  evidence  is  also  to  the  effect  that  the  soldier's 
death  was  caused  by  malarial  fever,  and  inasmuch  as  the  Bureau  has 
accepted  such  evidence  as  sufficiently  determining  this  point,  the  ques- 
tion as  to  any  other  probable  or  possible  factor,  whether  contributing, 
complicating,  or  primary,  in  the  causation  of  his  death,  will  be  elimi- 
nated from  further  consideration. 

It  is  also  reasonably  well  established  that  the  soldier  contracted 
malarial  fever  while  in  the  service,  and  was  treated  therefor  in  the 
summer  of  1864,  by  the  regimental  surgeon,  but  not  in  hospital. 

It  is  not  shown,  however,  that  during  the  interim  between  the  sum- 
mer of  1864,  when  he  was  treated  for  malaria,  and  the  summer  of 
1871,  when  he  is  said  to  have  died  of  said  disease,  that  he  suffered  from 
chronic  malaria  or  malarial  cachexia;  ])ut,  on  the  contrary-,  the  weight 
of  the  evidence  is  to  the  effect  that  he  did  not  suffer  from  chronic 
paludism  during  said  period.  Therefore,  in  the  absence  of  any  such 
history,  there  is  no  sufficient  basis  for  the  contention  that  the  alleged 
fatal  attack  of  malarial  fever  was  due  in  any  way  to  his  railitar}^ 
service. 

After  a  thorough  consideration  of  the  questions  at  issue  in  this  case, 
from  every  point  of  view,  the  Department  is  of  the  opinion  that  the 
appellant's  clami  for  pension  under  the  general  law  is  without  merit. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  hereby  affirmed. 
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sehvick— act  of  june  87,  180o— termination  op  the  war  of  tue 

rebei^lion. 

Betty  F.  Nichols  (widow). 

The  soldier  having  enlisUMl  in  a  loyal  State  after  enlistments  for  the  war  of  the  rebel- 
lion hacl  l)een  or(iere<l  discontiniieti,  his  service  was  premimptively  not  perwion- 
able  service  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

AsHwtant  Srcvftary  M,   ^V.  MUler  to  th'  Commltm^mer  of  I^'-nxi/mSj 

March  31,  1903. 

This  appellant,  Betty  ¥.  Nichols,  on  October  28, 1901,  filed  a  claim, 
No.  750972,  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  widow  of 
Lee  Nichols,  who  is  alleged  to  have  served  as  Lee  Duncan  in  Company 
A,  Thirteenth  Uniti^d  States  Colored  Heavy  Artillery,  from  May  29 
to  November  IS,  1865,  and  to  have  died  October  21,  1901. 

Said  claim  was  rejected  in  September,  1902,  on  the  ground  that  the 
soldier  did  not  render  ninety  days'  actual  service  during  the  war  of 
the  rebellion;  and  on  Noveml)er  6,  1902,  claimant  appealed,  contend- 
ing merely  that  his  discharge  certificat<%  filed  with  appeal,  shows  a 
service  of  five  months. 

This  contention  does  not  go  to  the  point  of  the  ground  of  rejection, 
which  is  that  the  soldier's  military  service  is  not  shown  to  have  been 
rendered  in  connection  with  and  as  part  of  the  belligerent  operations 
of  said  war,  maintained  for  the  purpose  of  suppressing  said  rebellion, 
as  held  in  the  case  of  John  Barle^'oung  (7  P.  D.,  453),  to  be  the  intent, 
scope,  and  effect  of  the  words  used  in  said  act,  "served  *  *  *  in 
the  militarv  or  naval  service,"  or  ''served  *  *  *  in  the  Armv  or 
Navy,"  of  the  United  States,  ''during  the  late  war  of  the  rebellion." 

It  was  also  held  in  that  case  that  the  general  presumption  is  that 
service  rendered  after  July,  1865,  was  not  rendered  for  the  purpose 
aforesaid,  the  rebellion  being  then  generall}-  suppressed;  and  that 
the  claimant  in  any  such  case  has  the  burden  of  overcommg  this  pre- 
sumption by  proof  that  his  particular  service  subsequent  to  that  date 
was  in  some  nec(?ssary  connection  with  opei-ations  which  may  have 
been  thus  maintiiined  in  some  particular  locality  where  the  retellion 
yet  was  in  belligerency. 

It  was  further  held  therein,  as  a  counter  positive  presumption,  sub- 
sidiary to  this  general  negative  presumption  as  to  service  after  the 
rebellion  was  practically  at  an  end,  that  wIkmi  such  particular  service 
was  shown  to  have  been  in  some  State  ])rior  to  the  date  which  the  Presi- 
dent's proclaiuation  declared  was  the  end  of  the  rebellion  m  that  State, 
such  service  would  })e  presumed  to  have  been  pensionable  service 
under  said  act,  and  that  service  after  that  date  in  that  State  would  l)e 
presumed  to  have  not  })een  such  service,  casting  upon  the  claimant  the 
the  burden,  the  same  as  to  general  service  aftcu-  Jul}^  1865,  of  proving 
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such  subsequent  service  had  some  necessary  connection  with  such  bel- 
ligerent operations  as  may  in  fact  have  existed. 

These  were  rules  of  evidence  merely,  designed  to  carry  out  the 
evident  intent  of  Congress  in  the  legislation  of  June  27, 1890,  as  to  the 
service  entitling  to  pension  thereunder.  And  the  same  design  was  fol- 
lowed in  the  case  of  Edward  Farrell  (7  P.  D.,  532),  holding  that  enlist- 
ments in  loyal  States  after  April  13,  1865,  the  date  when  enlistments 
for  said  war  were  ordered  discontinued,  will  not  be  deemed  enlistments 
in  or  for  said  war,  and  any  service  rendered  under  such  enlistments 
would  be  presumed  not  to  be  pensionable  service  under  said  act,  the 
claimant  having  the  burden  of  proving  affirmatively  the  connection  in 
fact  of  his  service  with  such  belligerent  opei'ations  as  may  have  }>een 
then  maintained  for  the  suppression  of  said  rebellion. 

And  in  the  cjise  of  Franklin  S.  Cowen  (7  P.  D.,  374)  it  was  also  held 
that: 

The  question  as  to  whether  services  were  performed  in  the  war  of  the  rebellion  or 
in  any  other  military  oi)eration8  in  to  \ye  determined  by  the  purjxines  of  enlistment 
and  ac-.tual  service  rendered.  The  date  of  enlistment  is  evidence  onlv  Sf>  far  as  that 
fact  may  elucidate  the  purpose  of  enlistment. 

See  also  Charles  McQuay  (10  t.  D.,  18);  John  G.  MuHck  (12 
P.  D.,  186). 

The  statement,  therefore,  in  your  report  herein  tliat  "  soldier  having 
enlisted  in  Kentucky,  a  loyal  State,  after  April  13,  18t)0,  had  no  title 
to  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,"  is  not  correct  under  the 
decisions  referred  to.  The  enlistment  of  this  soldier  is  onlj^  presump- 
tive and  not  conclusive  evidence  that  his  service  was  not  rendered  for 
the  purj)ose  of  said  war,  and  hence  was  not  pensionable  service  under 
said  Qjct.  The  Imrden  is  upon  this  claimant  to  rebut  such  presumption 
by  satisfactory  proof  that  hLs  service  was  rendered  in  some  connection 
with  the  operations  to  suppress  the  rebellion,  and  she  not  having  pro- 
duced such  proof  her  claim  was  properly  rejected,  notwithstiinding 
pension  had  been  allowed  the  soldier  under  said  act.  The  allowance 
to  him  was  made  prior  to  the  decisions  in  the  Barleyoung  and  Farrell 
cases,  and  was  in  accordance  with  the  pmctice  then  existing. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 
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John  Voglkr. 

As  this  pension  was  granted  by  special  act  of  Congress  and  the  act  did  not  si)ecify 
the  date  at  which  pension  should  conimence,  the  same  was  properly  connnenced 
from  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act,  in  accordance  with  stHJtion  4720,  Revised 
Statutes  of  the  Unitcnl  States. 
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Asshtant  Secretary  M,   W,  MiUet*  to  the   Coimniasioiier  of  Pensloris^ 

March  31,  1903. 

John  Vogler,  formerly  of  Company  A,  One  Hundred  and  Thirty- 
second  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry,  Company  B,  Tenth  United 
States  Infantry,  Company  K,  First  United  States  Cavalry,  and  Com- 
pany D,  Twenty-third  United  States  Infantry,  is  a  pensioner  at  the 
rate  of  $12  per  month  by  special  act  of  Congress,  approved  May  12, 
1900.  The  reports  of  the  Senate  and  House  Committees  on  Pensions 
show  that  this  act  was  designed  to  place  the  soldier  on  the  rolls  in 
accordance  with  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.     Certificate  No.  1003567. 

Prior  to  the  passage  of  this  act  he  had  filed  three  declarations  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  to  wit:  On  May  27,  1892,  January  6,  1894, 
and  April  13,  1897.  These  claims  were  all  rejected  on  the  ground  of 
no  ratable  disability.  From  the  last  of  these  rejections,  the  one  of 
May  8,  1898,  an  appeal  was  taken  and,  in  an  opinion  dated  March  31, 
1900,  the  action  was  affirmed  by  the  Department,  docket  No.  45941. 
On  Januaiy  24,  1901,  the  pensioner  filed  what  he  terms  an  "  applica- 
tion for  back  pay  commencing  from  my  first  application,  1892."  It 
does  not  appear  f  rotu  the  records  what  action  was  taken  on  this  claim, 
though  the  soldier  states  it  was  rejected  in  June,  1901. 

On  September  26,  1901,  he  filed  what  purports  to  be  an  appeal  from 
the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  rejecting  his  "application  for  back  pay." 
In  it  he  protests  against  the  certificate  for  pension  being  dated  from 
May  12,  1900,  and  contends  that  he  is  entitled  to  a  pension  from  the 
date  of  his  original  application  in  1892. 

This  pension  was  allowed  by  special  act  of  Congress,  the  act  not 
specifying  the  date  at  which  the  pension  should  be  commenced.  Sec- 
tion 4720  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States  provides  that 
under  such  circumstances  the  "commencement  shall  date  from  the 
passage  of  the  special  act."  It  was  within  the  power  of  Congress  to 
have  commenced  the  pension  at  an  earlier  date,  and  no  appeal  can  be 
considered  in  this  Department  from  its  failure  to  do  so.  The  act  of 
the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  was  clearly  in  accordance  with  the  act 
of  Congress  and  section  4720  heretofore  referred  to,  and  must  be 
affirmed. 

No  new  evidence  has  been  introduced  to  show  that  the  former  action 
of  the  Department  was  erroneous,  and  an  inspection  of  the  papers  dis- 
closes that  the  action  was  correct. 

For  the  reasons  heretofore  stated,  the  action  complained  of  is 
affirmed. 


»  • 
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markiage— divorce— lia^ws  of  indiana— evii>knc:e— death. 
.   Christena  E.  Allburn  (witx)w). 

It  is  settled  law  in  Indiana  that  when  a  marriage  has  been  consummated  in  accord- 
ance with  the  forms  of  law  it  is  presmned  that  no  legal  impediment  existed  to 
the  parties  entering  into  such  marriage,  and  the  fact,  if  shown,  that  either  or 
both  of  the  parties  have  been  previously  married,  and  that  such  wife  or  husband 
of  the  first  marriage  is  still  living,  does  not  destroy  the  prima  facie  legality  of 
the  last  marriage.  The  pre8umi)tion  in  such  cases  is  that  the  former  marriage 
has  been  legally  dissolved  and  the  burden  that  it  was  not  rests  upon  the  party 
seeking  to  impeach  the  last  marriage.  Wenning  et  al.  t*.  Teeple  et  al.  (144  Ind., 
189). 

A8»ista7it  Secretary  F".  L.  Campbell  to  the.  Caintniss loner  of  Pcn^ioiis^ 

December  5,  1902, 

m 

George  W.  Allburn,  late  a  private  of  the  Sixteenth  Battery  of  the 
Indiana  Volunteer  Light  Artillery,  was  pensioned  at  the  rate  of  $12 
per  month  under  the  general  law,  for  disease  of  the  throat  and  chest, 
chronic  diarrhoea,  and  resulting  piles. 

He  died  September.  12,  1889,  and  his  widow,  Christena  E.  Allburn, 
filed  an  application  for  pension  under  the  general  law  Septcnilx^r  20, 
1889,  alleging  that  soldier's  death  from  disease  of  lungs  and  bowels  was 
the  result  of  his  military  service. 

Her  claim  was  rejected  October  8,  1898,  in  the  following  stated 
language: 

Approved  for  rejection  on  the  ground  of  claimant's  dcclare<l  inability  to  prove 
the  death  or  divorce  of  the  former  husband. 

From  this  action  she  appealed  August  19,  1899,  contending  that 
under  the  laws  of  Indiana  her  marriage  to  the  second  husband  was 
legal. 

It  seems  from  the  evidence  in  this  case  that  claimant  was  married  to 
Henry  Fishpaugh  July  31,  1856,  in  the  State  of  Indiana,  and  after- 
wards moved  to  Champaign  Count}^  111.,  where  she  resided  with  him 
until  the  commencement  of  the  wai*,  when  he  enlisted  in  the  service 
and  remained  therein  until  1865;  that  after  his  return  from  the  service 
in  1865,  and  about  the  month  of  September,  claimant  separated  from 
him  and  moved  to  the  State  of  Indiana,  where,  on  the  10th  day  of 
March,  1872,  she  was  married  to  George  W.  Allburn,  and  lived  with 
him  until  his  death. 

August  15, 1899,  claimant  filed  an  application  for  pension  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890. 

September  12, 1901,  more  than  a  year  after  completing  her  appeal  in 
her  general  law  claim,  said  claim  was  reopened  and  a  special  examina- 
tion ordered  to  determine  whether  claimant's  first  husV)and,  Henry  Fish- 
paugh, died,  or  was  divorced  from  her  prior  to  her  marriage  to  soldier, 
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March  10, 1872,  or  at  any  time  subsequent  thereto  and  prior  to  soldier's 
death,  and  also  to  determine  cause  of  said  death. 

After  the  report  of  said  special  examination  was  filed,  her  claim 
under  the  general  law  was  again  rejected,  as  was  also  her  claim  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  said  claims  being  rejected  June  21,  1902,  in 
the  following  stated  language; 

Appr()Ye<l  for  rejection  on  the  ground  that  claimant  can  not  be  regarded  as  the  sol- 
dier's widow,  it  being  shown  that  she  had  a  prior  husband,  one  Henry  Fishpaugh, 
and  was  further  shown  that  said  Fislipaugh  outlived  the  soldier,  (leorge  W.  AUbum, 
and  the  evidence  on  file  after  si)ecial  examination  had  failing  to  prove  or  to  war- 
rant a  presumption  that  claimant  was  ever  divorced  from  said  Fishpaugh. 

Under  the  rulings  of  this  Department  no  further  action  should  have 
been  taken  by  the  Bureau  in  her  claim  under  the  general  law  after  she 
had  tiled  her  appeal,  but  as  such  has  been  dojie  in  this  case,  her  claim 
will  be  considered  upon  its  merits  and  disposed  of  accordingly. 

Christena  E.  Allburn,  the  claimant,  states: 

I  marrial  Henry  Fishpaugh  according  to  tlie  laws  of  the  State  of  Indiana  July 
31, 1856,  at  Linden,  Montgomery  Ck)unty,  Ind.  I  lived  with  him  imtil  justa^  the  war 
closed,  and  he  c>ame  home  from  the  Army  with  another  woman,  and  that  did  not 
suit  me,  so  I  left  him.  We  were  then  living  close  to  Champaign,  111.,  having  moved 
there  soon  after  our  marriage.     *    *    * 

When  he  (»me  home  from  the  Army  the  last  time  he  had  a  woman  with  him 
named  Mary  Peck.  »  »  »  He  brought  her  to  our  home  and  I  told  him  that  if 
she  staye<l  I  would  not,  and  he  told  me  I  could  leave  if  I  wanted  to,  and  I  did  leave, 
and  that  was  all  there  was  of  it.     This  was  about  the  month  of  September,  1865. 

I  stayed  in  Chamiiaign  for  a  couple  of  months  with  his  sister  and  father  until  I 
could  settle  up  things,  and  then  this  sister  and  father  and  I  left  Champaign,  the 
sister  and  father  coming  to  Logansix)rt,  Ind.,  and  I  went  to  Buck  Creek,  Ind.,  and 
that  is  the  last  I  ever  saw  of  any  of  them.  *  *  *  While  living  with  Fishpaugh, 
and  on  Deceml)er  25,  1861,  our  daughter  Mary  was  bom.  She  is  still  living.  After 
she  grew  up  she  use<l  to  write  her  aunt,  but  did  not  write  very  often.  Before  I  left 
Champaign  Henry  Fishpaugh  left  the  town,  but  I  don't  know  where  or  how  far  he 
went  and  I  never  heard  any  more  al)out  him  excei)t  that  after  I  api)lied  for  a  pension 
my  daughter,  Mary  Sparks,  wrote  to  her  aunt  asking  what  had  become  of  Henry 
Fishpaugh,  and  she  wrote  back  that  he  had  gone  to  the  gold  mines  and  had  died  out 
there.  *  *  ♦  I  never  applied  for  any  divorce  from  him,  but  I  understood  he 
applied  for  a  divorce,  and  after  1  went  to  Buck  Creek,  Ind.,  some  one  sent  me  a  paper 
to  sign  so  that  he  could  get  a  divorce  from  me,  and  I  signed  the  paper  and  sent  it  back, 
and  I  always  thought  afterward  that  a  divorce  had  lM>en  granteil,  until  I  began  to 
try  for  a  pension,  and  then  I  wrote  to  Illinois  about  it  and  found  that  no  divorce  had 
been  obtained.  I  did  not  make  the  application  myself,  and  if  the  application  was 
made  in  my  name  it  was  done  that  way  by  Henry  Fishpaugh  himself.     *    *    * 

If  an  application  for  divorce  was  made  in  1861  I  don't  know  anything  alx}ut  it,  for 
I  left  Henrj'  Fishimugh  and  went  to  Buck  Creek  after  the  war  closed,  and  the  only 
word  I  ever  had  about  any  divorce  was  just  after  I  came  to  Buck  Creek.  *  *  *  I 
married  George  W.  Allburn  March  10,  1872. 

Hannah  A.  Fultz,  of  Royal  Center,  Ind.,  states  as  follows: 

Henry  Fishpaugh  is  my  ]>rother.  I  knew  liis  first  wife,  Ellen  Lynch  (claimant). 
I  lived  with  her  for  a  while  during  the  time  Henry  was  in  the  Army.  They  parted 
in  Champaign  County,  III.,  and  I  think  that  was  before  he  went  to  the  Army.     I 
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was  a  witness  in  a  suit  for  divorce  brought  there  in  Champaign  County,  111.,  and  it 
was  my  understanding  that  a  divorce  waa  grante<l.  I  lost  track  of  Henry  Fii^hpaugh 
after  the  war  and  I  never  heard  from  him  until  some  six  years  or  more  ago,  when 
he  came  here  to  Royal  Center  and  stopped  with  me  about  two  weeks,  and  he  told  me 
about  having  >)een  out  in  California,  but  I  can't  tell  where  all  he  liad  iK^en.  *  *  * 
I  know  it  has  only  l)een  al)out  three  years  since  I  last  saw  him,  and  he  is  the  same 
Henry  Fishpaugh  who  married  Christena  Ellen  Lynch.  Itenry  Fishpaugh  and 
myself  are  the  only  members  of  our  family  now  living.  I  underst<XMl  he  ha*l  marrietl 
again  and  was  living  down  in  Illinois.  Ida  Fishi>augh  is  Henry  Fishpaugh's  daughter 
by  his  swond  wife. 

Charles  W.  Peck  states: 

I  first  Ixjcame  accjuainted  with  the  claimant  when  I  was  a  mere  lK)y.  It  was 
bt^ore  the  war  some  four  or  five  years.  She  was  then  the  wife  of  Henry  Fishpaugh, 
and  they  then  lived  in  Champaign  County,  111.  I  went  to  Warrc»n  County,  111., 
about  two  years  lx*fore  the  war  broke  out,  and  it  is  my  recollection  that  they  harl 
8eparate<l.  He  left  her.  *  »  *  i  think  he  still  remaine<l  in  Chami)aign  County, 
III.,  until  the  war  broke  out  and  then  he  went  into  tlie  Army.  I  saw  him  once 
while  in  the  Army.  He  told  me,  when  I  sc»en  him  in  the  Army,  that  he  and  his 
wife  Ellen  had  parted.  When  I  returne<l  from  the  Army  I  came  back  to  Cham- 
paign County,  111.  I  never  saw  claimant  after  I  returne<l  from  the  Army,  but  Fish- 
paugh returned  to  Chami>aign  County.  *  *  *  After  he  returned  from  the  Army 
he  married  my  sister,  Mary  Peck.  They  were  married  Chistmas  day,  18(>5,  at  near 
Homer,  Champaign,  111.  I  witnessed  the  perfonnance  of  the  marriage  ceremony. 
They  were  marrie<l  by  a  justitre  of  the  i)ea(;e,  but  I  forget  his  name.  I  have  no 
knowle<lge  whatever  of  his  having  procured  a  divorce  from  his  first  wife,  or  that  she 
procureil  a  divorce  from  him.  I  am  satisfie<I  that  he  said  that  he  was  divorced  from 
his  first  wufe,  or  that  she  had  gotten  a  divorce  from  him.  Fishiiaugh  and  my  sister 
lived  together  after  their  marriage  until  she  died  in  1872.  She  died  at  my  house. 
After  my  sister's  death,  Fishpaugh  niarricd  a  woman  named  Patsy  Cole,  in  Cham- 
paign County,  111.  He  live<l  with  her  alxnit  one  year,  when  he  left  her.  *  »  * 
Fishpaugh  then  went  to  Crawfordsville,  Ind.,  and  was  married  to  two  women  out 
there.  I  don't  now  remember  the  first  one's  name.  The  last  woman  that  he  mar- 
ried at  Crawfordsville  was  named  Anna  Buck.  *  ♦  *  After  he  deserted  the  Buck 
woman  he  went  to  California,  was  there  some  four  to  six  years,  may  be  longer. 
( )ne  plat!e  he  was  at  was  San  Jacinto.  I  heard  he  had  married  a  woman  while  in 
California.'  His  next  marrfago  was  to  Nancy  Stevens,  in  this  neigh borhoo<l,  now 
Mrs.  Nancy  Long.  She  pro<*ured  a  divorce  from  him  and  n»married.  If  there  was 
no  divorce  procured  by  soldier  in  Champaign  County,  111.,  he  may  have  procured 
one  at  Crawfonlsville  or  Ix)gan8port,  Ind.,  and  it  might  l)e  jK)ssible  that  he  went  to 
Danville  to  procure  a  divorce  from  his  first  wife.  *  *  *  Fishi)augh  had  a 
daughter  l)y  my  sister  name<l  Ida,  now  living  in  Peoria,  111. 

The  six^eiul  examiner,  W.  W.  Mucy,  in  his  report  U)  the  Bureau 
states: 

I  made  search  of  the  rc^cords  at  the  court-house  in  Urbana,  Champaign  County, 
111.  There  exists  no  record  of  any  divorce  of  Henry  Fishpaugh  from  the  claimant, 
(Jhristena  E.  Fishpaugh.  1  find  where  Ellen  FishiMiugh  filed  a  suit  for  divorce 
against  Henry  Fishi«iugh,  which  suit  was  dismissed  by  the  complainant  at  her  cost 
December  18,  1802.  The  marriage  records  of  Champaign  County,  111.,  show  mar- 
riage of  Henry  Fishpaugh  to  Mary  L.  Leedy  (nee  Peck),  Decemlxir  25,  18()5,  and  of 
Henry  Fishpaugh  to  Mrs.  Martha  Cole,  July  4,  1872,  and  of  Henry  Fislipaugh  to 
Mrs.  Nancy  Stevens,  May  24,  1899. 

The  divorce  records  show  divorce  of  Nancy  Fishpaugh  from  Henry  Fishpaugh, 
March  9,  1900,  and  also  of  Martha  Fish^iaugh  from  Henry  Fishpaugh,  date  not 
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noted.     I  macle  eearch  of  the  records  of  Vermilion  County,  111.,  but  could  find  no 
record  of  any  divorce  of  Fishpaugh  v.  Fiahpaugh. 

A  letter  on  file  from  William  Summerville,  superintendent  of  the 
Soldiers'  Home  at  Quincy,  111.,  dated  May  15,  1902,  shows  that  Henry 
Fishpaugh  was  first  admitted  to  said  Home  August  22,  1895,  and  dis- 
charged therefrom  April  6,  1898 ;  readmitted  August  16,  1898,  and 
again  discharged  May  22,  1899.  He  served  during  the  war  of  the 
rebellion  in  Company  I,  Forty -sixth  Indiana  Volunteer  Infantry,  and 
at  time  of  admission  to  the  Soldiers'  Home  was  a  resident  of  Pekin, 
Tazewell  County,  111. 

In  his  sworn  statement  made  at  the  time  of  entering  this  said  insti- 
tution he  described  himself  as  having  no  wife  living,  and  but  one 
child,  Mrs.  Ida  Crasher,  who  lived  in  Peoria,  111. 

A  letter  on  file  from  the  acting  governor  of  the  Danville  Branch  of 
the  Soldiers'  Home,  dated  May  15,  1902,  shows  that  he  was  admitted 
to  said  Home  as  Henry  Fishpaugh,  Company  I,  Forty-sixth  Indiana 
Volunteer  Infantry,  on  December  24,  1899,  and  died  in  hospital  June 
22,  1901.  His  admission  paper  gave  his  residence  as  Ogden,  Cham- 
paign County,  111. ;  name  of  nearest  relative,  Nancy  Fishpaugh,  wife, 
Ogden,  111.  His  army  discharge  shows  that  his  place  of  residence  at 
time  of  enlistment  was  Fairfield  Count}^  Ohio.  Henry  Fishpaugh 
was  a  pensioner  under  certificate  No.  953024. 

In  marriage  certifiate  filed  in  his  claim  Novemlier  18, 1897,  he  states: 

I  am  not  married.  My  wife  has  been  dead  seventeen  years.  I  have  one  daugh- 
ter, Ida  Alice  Crasher,  n^Ai  Fishimugh,  born  April  6,  1808. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  shows  that  Henry  Fishpaugh  married 
claimant  in  1856,  in  the  State  of  Indiana,  and  afterwards  sepai*ated 
from  her  in  Champaign  Count}^  in  the  State  of  Illinois.  According 
to  the  statement  of  claimant  the  separation  occurred  in  1865.  After 
this  separation  Fishpaugh  married  Mary  Peck,  in  Champaign  County, 
111.,  December  25,  1865,  the  claimant  having  at  that  time  left  the 
State  of  Illinois,  going  to  the  State  of  Indiana,  where  she  married 
George  W.  AUburn,  March  10,  1872.  The  public  records  of  Cham- 
paign County,  show  that  claimant  filed  an  application  for  a  divorce 
from  Henry  Fishpaugh  in  1861,  which  was  dismissed  by  her  at  her 
cost  Decem})er  18,  1862.  The  claimant  testifies  that  she  never  filed  a 
suit  for  divorce  against  said  Fishpaugh,  Init  that  if  same  appears  of 
record  it  was  done  without  her  knowledge  and  consent.  She  states 
that  after  she  went  to  Indiana  she  received  divorce  papers  from  some 
lawyer  asking  her  to  sign  and  return  them  so  he  (Fishpaugh)  could 
get  a  divorce;  that  she  did  sign  same  and  return  them  and  thought 
that  he  secured  a  divorce. 

Hannah  A.  Fultz,  a  sister  of  Henr}'  Fishpaugh,  states  that  she  was 
a  witness  in  a  divorce  suit,  and  that  she  understood  that  a  divorce  was 
gmnted. 
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Charles  W.  Peck  states  that  Henry  Fishpaugh  married  his  sister, 
MarA'^  Peck,  December  25,  1865,  and  lived  with  her  until  she  died  in 
1872.  That  Fishbaugh  told  him  that  he  was  divorced  from  his  first 
wife  (the  claimant)  or  that  she  was  divorced  from  him,  he  is  not  cer- 
tain which. 

The  evidence  tends  to  show  that  Fishpaugh  was  married  to  six  dif- 
ferent women  after  his  separation  from  claimant,  and  that  he  traveled 
around  and  lived  in  several  different  States. 

The  act  of  Congress  approved  August  7,  1882,  provides  as  follows: 

That  marriages,  except  such  as  are  mentioned  in  section  forty-seven  hundred  and 
five  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  shall  be  proven  in  pension  cases  to  Ije  legal  marriages 
according  to  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  parties  resided  at  the  time  of  marriage 
or  at  the  time  when  the  right  to  pension  accrued. 

The  only  question  to  be  determined  in  this  case  is,  whether  or  not 
claimant  has  established  a  legal  marriage  to  the  soldier  under  the  laws 
of  the  State  of  Indiana. 

In  the  case  of  Boulden  /•.  Mclntire  (111)  Indiana,  574)  the  court  say: 

Divorce  will  be  presumed  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  a  second  marriage  contracted 
by  a  woman  while  her  first  husband  is  alive.  It  will  be  presumed  that  the  first 
marriage  was  legally  dissolved  by  a  divorce  before  the  second  was  entered  into,  and 
one  who  asserts  the  invalidity  of  the  latter  marriage  must  show  that  there  has  been 
no  divorce. 

In  the  case  of  Frankboner  v.  Corder  (127  Ind.,  124)  it  was  held  by 
the  court  that  a  legal  disability  is  not  to  be  presumed,  but  must  be 
proven  by  the  party  asserting  the  disability. 

In  the  case  of  Wenning  et  al.  v.  Teeple  et  al.  (144  Ind.,  18ii)  the 
court  say: 

It  is  settled  law  in  this  State  that  when  a  marriage  has  been  consummated  in 
accordance  with  the  forms  of  law,  it  is  presumed  that  no  legal  impediment  existed 
to  the  parties  entering  into  such  marriage,  and  the  fact,  if  shown,  that  either  or  both 
of  the  parties  have  been  previotisly  married,  and  that  such  wife  or  husband  of  the 
first  marriage  is  still  living,  does  not  destroy  the  prima  facie  legality  of  the  last 
marriage. 

The  presmnption  in  such  case  is  that  the  former  marriage  has  Ixicn  legally  dissolved 
and  the  burden  that  it  ha«  not  rents  upon  the  party  seeking  to  impc»iU'h  the  last 
marriage. 

In  the  case  of  Boulden  r,  Mclntire  (US)  Ind.,  574)  the  facts  were 
as  follows:  Horace  G.  Boulden  married  Eliza  Street  April  2:^,  1879, 
dying  in  1881.  Eliza  had  been  previously  married  to  Charles  Limes 
in  1873.  They  lived  together  but  a  few  weeks  and  then  separated. 
It  is  not  even  alleged  that  at  the  time  of  her  marriage  with  Boulden, 
Eliza  even  pretended  to  believe  that  she  and  Limes  had  ever  been 
divorced.  Limes  did  obtain  a  divorce  from  her  in  1883,  four  years 
after  her  marriage  with  Boulden  and  two  years  after  his  death,  and 
yet  the  court  upheld  the  marriage  between  Eliza  and  Boulden,  stating 
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that  it  was  not  shown  but  that  she  had  obtained  a  divorce  from  Limes 
before  her  marriage  with  Boulden,  and  holding: 

The  law  requires  the  party  who  asserts  the  illegality  of  a  marriage  to  take  the 
burden  of  that  issue  and  prove  it,  though  it  may  involve  the  proving  of  a  negative. 

Sec  case  of  Louisa  J.  Doan  (8  P.  I).,  377). 

The  marriage  of  claimant  to  soldier  was  solemnized  in  strict  ac*cord- 
ance  with  the  law  of  the  State  of  Indiana  and  under  the  decisions  of 
the  highest  courts  of  that  State  every  presumption  is  in  favor  of  the 
validity  of  said  marriage. 

The  fact  that  claimant  had  formerly  married  Fishpaugh  and  had 
separated  from  him  more  than  six  years  prior  to  her  marriage  to 
soldier,  and  that  he  was  living  at  the  date  of  her  second  marriage  and 
until  after  the  death  of  her  second  husband,  does  notdestro}^  the  prima 
facie  legality  of  the  last  marriage. 

The  facts  in  this  case  are  much  stronger  in  favor  of  the  validit^^  of 
the  second  marriage  of  claimant  than  those  in  case  of  Boulden  v, 
Mclntire,  herein  cited,  in  which  the  court  upheld  the  validity  of  the 
second  marriage. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  is  not  sufficient  to  overthrow  the  presump- 
tion that  Fishpaugh  had  secured  a  divorci*.  prior  to  the  time  of  the 
marriage  of  claimant  to  soldier,  or  that  he  had  secured  a  divorce  from 
her  prior  to  the  death  of  her  second  hus})and. 

Under  the  facts  in  this  case  and  the  decision  of  the  courts  of  Indiana 
claimant  would  be  declared  to  be  the  legal  w-idow  of  soldier.  This 
being  true,  the  act  of  Congress  approved  August  7,  1882,  steps  in  and 
says: 

If  claimant  luis  prove<l  that  lier  HK^ond  marriage  to  soldier  wa.s  legal  xmder  the 
laws  of  the  State  of  Indiana,  then  she  has  shown  that  she  is  the  legal  widow  of  soldier 
for  pensionable  purposes. 

That  she  is  the  legal  widow  of  soldier  under  the  law  and  the  evi- 
dence there  can  be  no  doubt  and  the  Department  so  holds. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  Ls  accordingly  reversed  and  the  pa^^ers 
herewith  returned  with  directions  to  reopen  and  readjudicate  her 
claim  in  conformity  with  the  views  expressed  in  this  opinion. 
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Mary  Nkwland  (as  widow). 

The  evidence  in  this  laso  shows  that  the  relations  which  existed  l)etween  the 
deceaseil  soldier  and  this  appellant  prior  to  their  public  ceremonial  marriage, 
July  21,  1892,  were  not  matrimonial,  but  imlawful  and  illicit,  and  did  not 
constitute  a  common-law  marriage.  The  appellant  having  married  the  soldier 
sub8e<iuent  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  has  no  title  to  pension 
thereunder  as  his  widow. 
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Assistant  Seci^etary  M.  W.  Mill^'  to  the   Co-iiimissionev  of  l\yrislons^ 

April  7,  190S. 

Mary  Newland  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  on  February  24,  1902, 
an  application  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  third  section  of 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  widow  of  Peter  Newland,  late  a  private 
in  Company  F,  Fortieth  Missouri  Volunteer  Infantry,  alleging  that 
said  soldier  had  served  for  ninety  days  and  more  in  the  above-named 
organization  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  had  been  honorably 
discharged  from  said  service,  and  had  died  on  February  16,  1902, 
leaving  her  as  his  lawful  widow  surviving,  without  other  means  of 
support  than  her  daily  labor. 

Said  application  for  widow's  pension  was  rejected  on  July  25,  1902, 
upon  the  ground  that  the  claimant  had  married  the  soldier  subsequent 
to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  had  no  title  to  pension 
thereunder  as  his  widow. 

From  this  action  of  rejection  the  present  aj>peal  was  taken  on 
August  25,  1902. 

One  of  the  prerequisite  conditions  of  pensionable  title  under  the 
provisions  of  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  is  that  the 
widow  shall  have  married  the  soldier  prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act. 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  appellant  and  the  deceased  soldier  were 
married  by  public  ceremony  in  the  city  of  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  on  July  21, 
1892,  and  that  they  lived  together  as  husband  and  wife  in  pursuance  of 
said  marriage  ceremony  from  that  date  until  the  soldier's  death,  whit^h 
is  shown  to  have  occuiTed  upon  the  date  alleged.  It  appears  from  the 
testimony,  however,  that  the  appellant  and  the  soldier  had  been  living 
together  and  cohabiting  as  huslmnd  and  Avife  prior  to  said  ceremonial 
marriage,  since  about  the  month  of  Septem}>er,  1887. 

It  is  contended  that  their  cohabitation  and  re(.*ognition  as  husband 
and  wife  during  this  period  was  sufficient  to  constitute  a  lawful  mar- 
riage between  them  at  common  law,  and  constituted  and  rendered 
their  union  a  lawful  and  valid  one  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Mis- 
souri, where  they  resided,  without  the  ceremonial  mai'riage;  and  that 
the  ceremonial  marriage  in  1892  was  Imt  the  mtification  and  acknowl- 
edgment on  their  part  of  a  preexisting  lawful  union  and  added  no 
particular  validity  thereto. 

The  essence  of  a  common-law  marriage,  or  of  a  marriage  evidenced 
by  cohabitation  and  recognition  as  husband  and  wife,  imder  the  laws 
and  decisions  of  the  courts  of  Missouri,  consists  in  the  present  matri- 
monial intent  of  the  parties  in  coming  together,  and  their  mutual 
agreement  and  consent  to  be  married.  Cohabitation,  recognition,  etc. , 
both  in  Missouri  and  everv where  else,  are  but  circumstances  from 
which,  in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contmry,  such  intention  and 
agreement  to  marry  will  be  presumed. 
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In  the  present  case  any  presumption  of  a  valid  common-law  marriage 
between  these  parties,  that  might  have  arisen  by  reason  of  their 
cohabitation  and  recognition  as  husband  and  wife  during  the  period 
prior  to  their  marriage  by  ceremony  in  1892,  is  utterly  destroyed  and 
completely  rebutted  by  the  testimony  of  this  appellant  herself  and 
by  that  of  other  witnesses  whom  she  has  produced,  which  shows 
beyond  all  question  that  the  appellant  and  the  soldier  did  not  com- 
mence to  live  together  with  matrimonial  intent,  and  did  not  regard 
themselves  as  lawfully  married,  nor  mutually  agree  and  consent  to  a 
lawful  marriage  until  said  ceremony  of  marriage  was  performed. 

In  a  sworn  statement  filed  in  this  case,  relative  to  the  origin  and  the 
nature  of  her  relations  and  association  with  the  soldier  prior  to  her 
ceremonial  marriage  to  him  in  1892,  the  appellant  testified: 

I  c»ii  not  state  the  exacrt  date  when  the  soldier andl began  to  live  together,  but  as 
best  as  I  can  now  remember  it  was  in  the  month  of  September,  1887.  The  reaBons 
that  no  ceremony  was  j)erforme<l  until  about  five  years  after  the  commencement  of  my 
cohabitation  with  the  soldier  were:  At  the  time  of  the  death  of  my  former  husband, 
John  Burrage,  I  was  left  in  poor  circumstances  with  three  little  children,  the  oldest 
being  about  5  years  of  ago,  to  provide  for.  After  his  (Burrage)  death  I  lived  with 
his  mother  and  went  out  and  worked,  leaving  my  children  with  her.  She  died,  and 
I  did  not  want  to  place  the  children  in  an  orplian  asylum — di<l  not  want  to  be  eep- 
arate<l  from  them — and  could  not  go  out  and  work  and  leave  them  at  home.  I  knew 
the  soldier,  Peter  Newland,  for  about  two  years  l^efore  we  commenced  to  live 
together,  and  he,  knowing  my  circumstances  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  my  former 
husband's  mother,  sugge«te<i  that  we  live  together,  and  that  he  would  provide  for 
the  children  and  me.  I  wante<i  to  have  a  marriage  ceremony  j)erformed,  but  he 
stated  we  would  wait  a  while,  as  he  afterwards  frecjuently  stated  when  the  matter 
was  siKjken  of  between  us;  finally  he  came  to  the  conclusion  that  it  was  no  way  to 
do,  raising  children  and  bringing  up  a  family  without  having  a  marriage  ceremony 
performed,  and  we  were  marrie<l. 

John  Newland,  a  brother  of  the  deceased  soldier,  who  also  resided 
in  the  city  of  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  and  in  the  neighborhood  of  the  soldier 
and  the  appellant  during  the  time  of  their  association  together,  testi- 
fied that  he  knew  that  the  appellant  and  the  soldier  were  not  married 
prior  to  the  date  of  their  ceremonial  marriage  in  1892,  and  that, 
although  he  saw  the  soldier  frequently,  neither  he  nor  his  wife  would 
visit  the  soldier  or  the  appellant  at  the  house  where  they  were  living 
together  prior  to  their  marriage.  lie  further  stated  that  both  his 
wife  and  himself  frequently  remonstnited  with  and  reproached  the 
soldier  for  his  conduct  in  living  with  the  appellant  without  being  mar- 
ried to  her,  and  that  it  was  chiefly  l)y  reason  of  these  remonstrances 
and  reproaches  that  he  was  finally  induced  to  marry  her. 

Another  witness,  Frank  Cayou,  testified  that  he  lived  in  the  same 
house  with  the  appellant  and  the  soldier  for  five  years  after  they  com- 
menced to  live  together  and  l)efore  their  marriage;  that  although  she 
went  by  the  soldier's  name,  was  supported  l)y  him,  and  they  recog- 
nized each  other  as  husband  and  wife,  it  was  known  by  the  neighbors 
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that  they  were  living  together  unlawfully  and  without  being  married, 
and  that  threats  were  made  to  prosecute  them  for  so  doing,  and  that 
it  was  to  avoid  arrest  and  prosecution  that  they  were  finally  married 
by  ceremony  in  1892. 

The  public  record  of  the  marriage  of  the  appellant  and  the  soldier, 
July  21,  1892,  shows  that  she  was  married  to  him  on  that  date  under 
the  name  of  Mrs.  Mary  Burrage,  the  name  of  her  first  husband. 

The  foregoing  well-established  facts  show  beyond  all  doubt  or  ques- 
tion that  the  association  and  relations  of  these  parties  were  not  matri- 
monial prior  to  their  ceremonial  marriage  in  1S92;  and  further,  that 
there  never  had  been  prior  to  said  ceremonial  marriage  an}'  mutual 
agreement  between  them  whatever  to  be  married. 

However  they  may  have  been  regarded  by  others  prior  to  their 
ceremonial  marriage,  it  is  manifest  that  the}'  did  not  regjird  them- 
selves as  husband  and  wife  prior  to  that  time.  If  they  did  not  them- 
selves l>elieve  that  their  association  was  that  of  lawful  matrimon}^  and 
no  mutual  agreement  to  marry  was  entered  into  by  them  prior  to  their 
ceremonial  marriage  on  July  21,  1892,  and  that  those  were  the  facts 
in  the  case  can  not  be  seriously  questioned,  it  would  be  an  absurdity 
to  hold  that  they  were  lawfully  married  prior  to  that  date. 

There  is  a  marked  distinction  l>etween  this  case  and  that  of  Francoise 
Gabriel  (12  P.  D.,  382),  decided  upon  appeal  by  this  Department  on 
June  7,  1902,  in  which  the  facets  were  somewhat  similar.  In  that  case 
it  was  clearly  shown  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  was  matrimonial 
from  the  beginning  of  their  cohabitation,  and  that  by  their  acts  they 
had  publicly  declared  their  intention  to  l>e  and  their  belief  that  they 
were  husband  and  wife,  and  their  union  that  of  lawful  marriage. 
Their  subsequent  ceremonial  marriage  was  l)ut  a  public  acknowledg- 
ment and  declaration  of  their  preexisting  lawful  common-law  mar- 
riage, and  had  no  effect  to  change  or  alter  their  existing  matrimonial 
status  under  the  law. 

It  is  just  as  clear  from  the  evidence  in  the  present  case  that  the 
relation  sustained  by  these  jmrties  to  eat^h  other  prior  to  their  cere- 
monial marriage  was  not  that  of  lawful  matrimony,  but  was  unlawful 
and  illicit,  and  that  no  mutual  consent  or  agreement  to  marry  was  ever 
entered  into  between  them  until  the  ceremonial  marriage  in  1S92. 

The  marriage  of  the  appellant  to  the  soldier  having  been  subsequent 
to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  she  is  excluded,  by  the 
express  provisions  of  the  second  proviso  to  the  third  section  of  said 
act,  from  pension  thereunder  as  his  widow,  and  the  rejection  of  her 
claim  for  that  reason  was  without  <»rror,  and  is  affirmed  accordingly. 
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dkaxn  cjaitsk— poison— l^athological.  sequence— evldknce. 

Fanny  G.  Pomeroy  (widow). 

The  soldier's  death  in  1899,  from  a  poisonous  dose  of  chloral,  administered  by  him- 
self, was  not  incident  in  any  way  to  his  military  service;  consequently  his 
widow  has  no  title  to  a  ix'nsion  under  the  general  law.  He  was  in  the  habit  of 
taking  said  drag  for  the  relief  of  insomnia  induced  by  disease  of  nervous  system, 
for  which  he  had  been  pensioned  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  but  not  under 
the  general  law.  The  appellant  contends  that  the  insomnia  was  really  caused 
by  pain  due  to  hemorrhoids  for  which  he  had  formerly  been  pensioned  under 
the  general  law,  and  that  his  death  was,  therefore,  indirectly  due  to  his  military 
8er\'ice.  It  is  immaterial,  however,  as  to  what  the  actual  cause  of  the  insomnia 
may  have  been,  or  whether  the  ovenlose  of  chloral  waa  taken  by  mistake  or 
with  suicidal  intent,  as  he  wa«  not  insane  as  a  result  of  his  military  service,  but 
was  sound  in  mind  if  not  in  Ixxly.  Citing  mother  of  John  G.  Stack  (2  P.  D., 
153);  Ellen  Flynn,  widow,  (8  P.  I).,  54);  Jessie  M.  Whallan,  widow,  (8  P.  D., 
131). 

AsHiHtant  Sicretary  M,   W,   MUh*r  to  the  CommimioneT  of  Pei^^imK 

April  7,  1903. 

The  appellant  in  this  case,  Fanny  G.,  widow  of  Willis  B.  Pomeroy, 
formerly  a  private  in  Company  C,  Twenty -fourth  New  York  Cavalry, 
waH  granted  a  pension  March  12, 1900,  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890, 
in  pursuance  of  her  claim  therefor  filed  September  11,  1899,  wherein 
she  alleged  that  the  soldier's  death,  on  August  28, 1899,  was  caused  by 
an  overdose  of  chloml. 

In  a  subsequent  claim  for  pension,  filed  JunelT,  1901,  under  the  gen* 
eiul  law,  the  cause  of  the  soldier's  death  was  not  stated. 

The  soldier  himself  at  different  times  had  been  pensioned  under 
both  the  general  law  and  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  On  November  3, 
1886,  a  certificate  of  pension  at  the  rate  of  $2  per  month  for  '*  hemor- 
rhoids" was  issued  to  him  pursuant  to  his  claim  therefor  filed  June 
28,  1880.  The  rate  in  this  claim  was  subsequently  increased  to  %^l 
per  month  from  March  27,  1889.  On  February  17,  189-1:,  a  certificate 
of  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  at  the  maximum  itite  there- 
under was  issued  to  him  by  reason  of  his  inability  to  earn  a  support 
by  manual  labor  on  account  of  ''hemorrhoids,  injury  of  right  band, 
and  disease  of  nervous  svstem." 

The  widow's  claim  under  the  genei-al  law  was  rejec^ted  July  15, 1901, 
on  the  ground  that — 

*  *  *  soldier' H  death  from  an  overdone  ol  chloral  was  not  due  to  his  military 
ser\i(!(»;  and  (claimant's  ai)i)arent  inability  to  furnish  any  satisfactory  proof  to  show 
that  it  was. 

Inasmuch  a,s  the  soldier  was  not  insane,  as  a  result  of  his  militaiy 
service — in  which  event,  in  view  of  the  circumstances  under  which  his 
death  is  said  to  have  occurred,  his  widow's  alleged  title  to  a  pension 
under  the  general  law  might,  under  the  rules  laid  down  in  certain  cases 
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that  will  hereinafter  be  cited,  have  been  established — the  claimant's 
apparent  inability  to  furnish  any  satisfactory  proof  that  the  soldier's 
death  from  an  overdose  of  chloral  was  due  to  his  military  service  is 
not  surprising,  for  under  no  other  conditions  would  she  have  any 
grounds  upon  which  to  base  her  said  claim. 

In  an  appeal^  however,  filed  January  17,  1902,  it  is  contended  that 
for  many  years  prior  to  his  death  the  soldier  suffered  intensely  with 
hemorrhoids,  chronic  diarrhea,  and  insomnia,  for  the  relief  of  which, 
and  to  induce  sleep,  he  was  in  the  habit  of  using  a  prescription  in 
which  chloral  was  one  of  the  ingredients;  that  he  went  to  Cheswold, 
Del.,  in  the  latter  part  of  August,  1899,  for  the  purpose  of  change  and 
rest;  that  he  took  said  prescription  with  him,  })ut  was  unable  to  have 
it  filled  at  that  time  and  place,  and,  being  in  great  distress,  obtained 
some  choral  upon  his  own  prescription,  he  being  a  surgeon-dentist; 
that  sm  a  result  of  taking,  accidentally,  an  overdose  of  said  drug  his 
death  resulted,  and  that,  in  view  of  the  circumstances  cited,  hLs  death 
was  at  least  indirectly  due  to  the  causes  for  which  he  was  pensioned 
under  the  general  law. 

The  'foregoing  contentions  of  the  appellant  do  not  embrace  a  cor- 
rect statement  of  the  facts  in  the  case.  As  heretofore  stated,  the  only 
cause  of  disability  for  whii^h  the  soldier  was  pensioned  under  the 
general  law  was  "hemorrhoids,"  and  the  rate  that  had  been  allowed 
therefor  was  merely  nominal,  $4  per  month.  The  last  medical  exami- 
nation to  which  he  was  subjected  prior  to  his  death  was  made  Novem- 
ber 14,  1893.  No  hemorrhoids  were  manifested  tliereat.  The  only 
hemoiThoids  found  at  the  next  prior  examination,  made  August  17, 
1892,  were  several  small  internal  hemorrhoids,  about  the  size  of  peas; 
not  ulcerated  or  bleeding.  A  worse  condition  than  this,  in  so  far  as 
the  rectum  was  concerned,  was  not  shown  at  any  one  of  the  three  pre- 
ceding examinations  held  in  the  case.  It  is  out  of  the  question  that 
insomnia  could  have  been  induced  by  any  such  condition  or  conditions. 
It  is  immaterial,  however,  if  it  had,  for,  as  will  hereafter  be  shown, 
neither  the  accidental  nor  the  intentional  ingestion  by  a  sane  soldier 
or  ex-soldier  of  a  fatal  dose  of  a  drug  taken  for  the  relief  of  some  con- 
dition due  to  his  military  service,  whether  such  drug  was  prescribed 
by  a  physician  or  taken  upon  his  own  responsibility,  confers  any  title 
to  a  pension  under  the  general  law  upon  his  widow  or  his  dependent 
relatives.  The  only  possible  conditions  under  which  such  a  title  could 
be  conferred,  according  to  the  rules  laid  down  in  the  cases  cited  below, 
are  cases  in  which  the  self-destruction  of  the  soldier,  whether  acci- 
dental or  intentional,  was  the  result  of  insanity  due  to  his  military 
service,  and  contrac*ted  or  incurred  in  the  line  of  duty.  See  cases  of 
Mary  A.  Buker,  widow  (1  P.  D.,  108);  Alice  E.  Travei-s,  widow  (1 
P.  D.,  110);  mother  of  John  G.  Stack  (2  P.  D.,  153);  Tamezon  Ball 
(3  P.  D.,  183);  Almira  J.  Morton  (3  P.  D.,  353);  Maggie  Schweigert 
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(6  P.  D.,  32);  Ellen  Flynn,  widow  (8  P.  D.,  54);  Jessie  M.  Whallan, 
widow  (8  P.  D.,  131). 

In  the  majority  of  the  above-cited  cases  the  rules  laid  down  were 
favoi'abic  to  the  contentions  of  the  appellants,  but  in  each  case  it  was 
shown  that  the  soldier's  death  was  directly  traceable  to  the  fact  that 
he  was  insane  as  a  result  of  his  military  service.  In  the  cases  in  which 
the  rules  laid  down  were  adverse  to  the  contentions  of  the  appellants 
no  such  conditions  were  shown  to  have  existed,  the  death  of  the  soldier 
in  each  instance  being  due  to  mistake  or  accident,  either  on  his  part  or 
on  the  part  of  someone  else,  with  which  his  military  service  had  no 
connection  whatever. 

It  is  neither  shown  nor  contended  that  the  soldier  in  this  case  was 
insane;  but  per  contra  it  is  reasonably^  well  shown  that  ho  was  of  sound 
mind,  though  suffering  from  neurasthenia,  for  which  he  was  pensioned 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  under  the  caption  of  ''disease  of  nerv- 
ous systt^m,"'  and  to  which  the  alleged  insomnia  that  led  him  to  take  an 
overdose  of  chloral  was  doubtless  due,  but  neither  of  these  conditions 
was  due  to  his  military  service.  Under  the  circumstances,  however, 
the  status  of  the  case  would  not  be  changed  even  had  the  neurasthenia 
been  of  service  origin. 

In  view  of  the  facts  herein  set  out,  it  is  held  that  the  action  app>ealed 
from  was  not  eiTor.     Such  action  is,  therefore,  herebj^  affirmed. 


PRACnCK— WAll  TVITH  SPATNT—EVrDKNCE— PROOF. 

Luther  J.  Smith. 

In  all  cases  under  the  general  law  arising  since  the  commencement  of  the  war  with 
Spain,  the  U^l  j)oints  involved  should  be  first  passed  upon. 

AnHintant  Secretary  M.   W,  MUUt  t-o  the   Commi^HHioner  of  Pen-sions^ 

April  7,  1903. 

Luther  J.  Smith,  formerly  a  corporal  in  Company  M,  First  Florida 
Volunteer  Infantry,  tiled  his  declaration  August  1,  1900,  claim  being 
rejected  June  26,  1901,  on  the  ground  of  no  ratable  disability  from 
alleged  disease  of  eyes  and  lungs.  An  appeal  was  filed  September  26, 
1901. 

This  claimant  was  medically  examined  November  28,  1900,  and 
slight  impairment  of  vision  was  found.  An  affidavit  filed  by  claim- 
ant'^ physician  shows  the  impairment  of  vision  to  be  caused  by  astig- 
matism, which  can  be  corrected  by  glasses,  and  it  is  well  known  that 
astigmatism  is  not  an  affection  incident  to  the  service.  It  is,  gener- 
ally speaking,  due  to  congenital  influences.  A  careful  examination  of 
the  respiratory  organs  by  the  examining  board  showed  his  lungs  to  be 
normal  in  all  respects,  but  chronic  pharyngitis,  in  a  slight  degree,  was 

present, 
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The  history  of  this  case  shows  that  claimant  enlisted  April  23, 1898, 
being  discharged  December  3,  1898,  and  the  certificate  of  examination 
preliminary  to  muster  out  shows  that  he  then  claimed  to  be  suffering 
from  the  effects  of  measles,  contracted  at  Fernandina,  Fla.  The 
examining  surgeon  at  this  time,  November  17,  1898,  certified  that  the 
soldier  was  suffering  with  chronic  pharyngitis.  The  medical  records 
show  him  treated  from  August  1  to  August  8,  1898,  for  measles  in 
line  of  duty.  This  is  a  case  where  the  soldier  claims  certain  disabili- 
ties to  have  resulted  from  a  disease  originating  in  the  service  and  line 
of  duty.  He  is  shown  to  have  a  disease  of  the  throat  which  not  infre- 
quently follows  an  attack  of  the  measles,  although  it  is  not  true  that 
everyone  who  has  the  measles,  and  who  afterwards  suffers  with 
chronic  pharyngitis,  can  successfully  maintain  that  said  pharyngitis 
was  a  result  of  the  measles  simply  as  a  presumption.  Should  this 
soldier's  present  disability  continue  in  its  present  degree  for  a  consid- 
erable period  of  time,  and  then  assume  a  severity  which  would  be 
entitled  to  a  rating,  it  would  very  likely  be  difficult  for  him  at  that 
time  to  fully  prove  that  chronic  pharyngitis  was  due  to  the  measles. 
The  question  of  rating  is,  in  practionUy  all  pension  cases  under  the 
general  law,  a  question  of  secondary  consideration.  Title  is  the  first 
requisite  to  be  proved,  and  after  very  careful  consideration  of  the 
matter  the  Department  believes  that  in  all  cjises  arising  under  the 
general  law  since  the  commencement  of  the  war  with  Spain,  the  legal 
points^  in  the  case  ought  to  be  first  passed  upon.  The  reasons  for  such 
a  procedure  are  so  numerous  and  well  founded  as  to  hardly  require 
discussion.  The  personal  attention  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions 
is  invited  to  this  matter,  with  a  view  to  a  determination  by  him  as  to 
the  advisability  of  changing  the  practice  now  prevalent,  to  the  end 
that  all  claims  for  pension  arising  under  the  general  law  since  the  com- 
mencement of  the  war  with  Spain  should  be  first  legally  adjudicated 
before  the  question  of  a  ratable  disability  is  passed  upon.  The  Depart- 
ment is  in  daily  receipt  of  cases,  under  appeal,  where  rejection  has 
been  had  under  the  general  law,  said  claims  arising  by  reason  of  alleged 
disabilities  incurred  since  the  date  of  the  commencement  of  the  war 
with  Spain,  by  reason  of  no  ratable  disability,  in  which  under  the 
appeal  a  ratable  disability  is  admitted,  and  where  the  Department 
believes  a  ratable  disability  does  exist,  thus  necessitating  the  proving 
up  by  the  claimant  of  the  legal  part  of  his  case. 

It  is  believed  that,  in  claims  under  the  general  law,  wherein  disabil- 
ities are  alleged  to  have  been  receiv^ed  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty 
and  since  the  date  of  the  commencement  of  the  war  with  Spain,  the 
cases  ought  to  be  fully  legally  adjudicated  before  the  question  of 
ratable  disability  is  raised  b}'  the  Bureau. 

In  the  within  case  the  claimant  is  not  shown  to  l>e  ratably  disabled 
by  reason  of  alleged  disabilities. 

Action  affirmed. 
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I>ISCIIARGE— SEKVIC:E— DESEllTION-JOINT     llESOLUTION    OF    JULY     1, 

190»— ACT  or  JUNE  27,  1890. 

Daniel  G.  Peterson. 

The  claimant  having  deserted  from  a  prior  service  during  the  war  of  the  relxjllion, 
he  is  not  pensionable  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890;  and  his  honorable  dis- 
charge from  a  subsequent  service  can  not  be  considered,  under  the  joint  resolu- 
tion of  July  1, 1902,  to  constitute  an  honorable  discharge  also  from  his  prior 
service,  as  said  subsequent  service  was  for  less  than  six  months. 

Assistant  Secft'etmnj  M,   TK  MUler  to  tJui  Commimloner  of  Pen^ioiis^ 

Aiml  7,  190S. 

This  appellant,  Daniel  G.  Peterson,  on  June  22, 1889,  and  February 
26,  1892,  filed  claims.  No.  712202,  for  pension  under,  respectively,  the 
Revised  Statutes  and  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  alleging  service  as 
Robert  Brown,  in  Company  I,  Ninet^^-fourth  New  York  Infantry,  from 
February  3  to  June  16,  1865. 

Both  claims  were  rejected  in  October,  1897,  on  the  ground  of  no 
disal)ilit\^;  and  on  appeal  rejection  of  the  former  was  affirmed  January 
24,  1899,  and  that  of  the  latter  reversed. 

The  latter  claim  was  readjudicated  and  again  rejected  in  October, 
1899,  on  the  ground  that  claimant  is  unable  to  establish  his  identity  as 
the  soldier  of  record,  and  reopening  of  that  claim  was  refused  in 
March,  1900. 

On  a  second  appeal,  the  papers  were  returned  July  8,  1902,  for 
special  examination  as  to  the  question  of  identity,  and  are  now  retrans- 
mitted, with  report  showing  identity  has  been  admitted,  but  the  claim 
again  rejected  on  the  ground  of  desertion  from  a  prior  service  and 
that  service  under  the  last  enlistment  was  less  than  six  months. 

This  last  ground  of  rejection  is  correct.  The  joint  resolution  of 
July  1,  1902,  provides: 

Sec.  2.  That  in  the  administration  of  the  pension  laws  any  enlisted  man  of  the 
Army,  inchi<iing  regulars,  volunteorH,  and  militia,  or  any  appointed  or  enlistc»d  man 
of  the  Navy  or  Marine  Corpn,  who  was  honorably  discharged  from  the  last  contract 
of  service*  entered  into  by  him  during  the  late  war  of  the  rebellion,  shall  be  held  and 
considered  to  lune  been  honorably  discharged  from  all  similar  contracts  of  service 
previously  entere<i  into  by  him  with  the  United  States  during  said  war: 

Providedf  That  such  enlisted  or  appointed  man  served  not  less  than  six  months 
under  said  hist  enlistment  or  appointment;  that  his  entire  service  under  said  last 
enlistment  or  appointment  was  faithful,  and  that  he  did  not  receive  by  reason  of 
said  last  enlistment  or  appointment  any  lx)unty  or  gratuity  other  than  from  the 
United  States  in  excess  of  that  to  which  he  would  have  been  entitled  if  he  had  con- 
tinued to  serve  faithfully  until  honorably  discharged  under  any  contract  of  service 
previously  entered  into  by  him  either  in  the  Army,  Navy,  or  Marine  Corps  during 
the  war  of  the  rebellion. 

The  Department  has  held  that  to  entitle  to  pension  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  there  must  have  been  an  honomble  discharge  of  the 
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soldier  from  all  service  rendered  by  him  during  the  war  of  the 
rebellion.     (Sarah  Bush,  9  P.  D.,  144.) 

This  holding  is  not  wholly  abrogated  by  said  joint  resolution,  but  is 
thereby  only  modified  to  the  extent  a  final  honorable  discharge  from 
service  in  said  war  ''  shall  be  held  and  considered  "  to  have  been  an 
honorable  discharge  also  from  any  and  "  all  simitar  contracts  of  service 
*  *  *  during  said  war"  when  the  conditions  of  the  proviso  of  said 
joint  resolution  are  shown  to  have  existed. 

This  claimant's  last  service  having  been  for  less  than  six  months,  he 
is  not  within  the  purview  of  said  joint  resolution  and  can  not  be  con- 
sidered as  having  been  honorably  discharged  from  the  service  under 
his  enlistment  of  January  21,  1865,  from  which  he  deserted  January 
30,  1865.  He  is  not  therefore  pensionable  under  said  act,  and  the 
rejection  of  the  claim  is  afiirmed. 


PRACTICE— DISMISSAL-RULE  2<>-ACT  MARCH  8,  1890. 

Nancy  E.  Lynch  v.  Philip  Lynch. 

Claimant's  contention  in  her  appeal  having  l)een  conceded  by  the  Bureau,  after 
Hpe(;ial  examination,  and  her  claim  allowed,  her  appeal  is  dismissed  in  accordance 
with  Rule  20  of  Practice,  and  dei>artmental  decisions  in  the  cases  of  Ritter  v.  Ritter 
(13  P.  I).,  40);  Fanning  r.  Fanning  (Ibid,  161);  Delozier  r.  Delozier  (Ibid,  176); 
and  Melton  v.  Melton  (Ibid,  211). 

Assistant  Secretai'y  M,   W.  Miller  to  the   Com  mission  e7'  of  Pensimis 

Ajyril  10,  1903. 

Nancy  E.  Lynch  appealed  September  15,  1902,  from  the  Bureau 
action  of  July  24, 1902,  rejecting  her  claim  for  one-half  her  husband's 
pension  by  reason  of  his  desertion,  filed  March  28,  1902,  on  ''the 
ground  that  the  charge  of  desertion  fails,  claimant  having  entered 
into  a  voluntar}'^  written  agreement  with  pensioner  to  live  separate 
and  apart." 

Claimant  contended  that  she  never  entered  into  an  agreement  for 
separation;  that  the  agreement  related  solely  to  division  of  property, 
and  that  marital  cohabitation  continued  for  scveml  months  subse- 
quent to  said  agreement. 

Pensioner  in  answer  to  the  appeal  contended  that  the  agreement 
was  for  separation,  and  that  he  was  divorced  from  claimant  June  27, 
1902. 

The  appeal  was  considered  in  part  October  31,  1902,  when,  in  view 
of  the  conflicting  and  unsatisfactory  character  of  the  ex  parte  testi- 
mony in  the  case,  and  that  additional  testimony  had  been  filed  since 
the  appeal  which  had  not  been  considered  by  the  Bureau,  the  papers 
were  returned  for  a  special  examination.  Bureau  action,  and  report. 
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The  papers  were  returned  by  the  Bureau  to  this  Department  with 
a  report  November  24,  1902,  but  without  a  special  examination  and 
Bureau  action  as  directed,  whereupon  the  Department  again  returned 
the  papers  December  2,  1902,  for  special  examination,  Bureau  action, 
and  report. 

The  case  was  accordingly  specially  examined  and  the  Bureau  receded 
from  its  former  action  and  admitted  the  claim  March  23,  1903,  on  the 
ground  that — 

Pensioner  had  deserted  his  lawful  wife,  who  is  a  person  of  good  moral  character 
and  in  necessitous  circumstances.  Payment  to  cease  June  27,  1902 — date  pensioner 
secured  a  divorce  from  claimant  in  the  circuit  court  of  Butler  County,  Mo. 

The  papers  were  thereupon  returned  to  the  Department  for  final 
disposal  of  the  appeal,  with  a  report  of  March  24,  1903,  of  the  action 
taken. 

Rule  20  of  Pmctice,  approved  February  25, 1903,  provides  that — 

When,  after  appeal  in  cases  under  the  first,  second,  or  third  provisos  of  the  act  of 
March  3, 1899,  the  case  is  remanded  to  the  Bureau  for  further  action,  readjudication, 
and  report,  and  the  Bureau  reports  that  the  action  appealed  from  is  receded  from  or 
that  the  contention  of  the  appellant  is  conceded  to  be  well  taken,  the  appeal  will  be 
dismissed,  and  the  appellee  will  be  entitled  to  thirty  days  in  which  to  appeal  from 
the  adverse  Bureau  action,  during  which  jxiriod  suspension  of  payment  of  the  one- 
half  of  the  pension  in  controversy  will  be  continue<l  unless  the  right  of  appeal  is 
sooner  waived  by  such  appellee. 

Claimant's  contention  in  her  appeal  having  been  conceded  by  the 
Bureau,  after  special  examination,  and  her  claim  allowed,  her  appeal 
is  dismissed  in  accordance  with  Rule  20  of  Practice,  and  departmental 
decisions  in  the  cases  of  Ritter  v,  Ritter  (13  P.  D.,  40);  Fanning  t;. 
Fanning  (Ibid,  161);  Delozier  v,  Delozier  (Ibid,  176);  and  Melton  i;. 
Melton  (Ibid,  211). 

It  is  deemed  proper  in  this  connection  for  the  benefit  of  the  parties 
herein  to  invite  attention  to  departmental  decision  in  the  case  of 
Cooper  V,  Cooper  (13  P.  D.,  208)  wherein  it  was  held  that: 

Claimant  should  test  the  validity  of  her  huslmnd's  alleged  fraudulent  divorce  in 
the  court  where  the  divorce  w'aa  procured,  or  impeach  its  validity  by  proper  pro- 
ceedings in  another  court. 

Public  policy  and  administrative  duty  require  that  questions  of  this  nature  should 
be  left  to  the  courts,  and  that  parties  questioning  the  validity  of  a  decree  or  judg- 
ment of  court  of  general  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter,  collaterally,  in  a  pro- 
ceeding of  this  nature,  should  be  relegated  to  the  courts  for  their  remedy. 

A  copy  of  this  decision  will  be  forwarded  by  the  Bureau  to  the  par- 
ties herein. 
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BISLOYALTY— ACT  OF  JITN^E   27,  ISOO-JOINT   KESOL.UTION  OF  JULY  1, 

1902. 

Eerilla  Hedgspeth  (widow). 

The  soldier  served  more  than  ninety  days  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  and  was 
honorably  discharged;  his  widow  is  entitled  to  pension  under  said  act  if  the  other 
essentialfi  of  title  are  present. 

Assistaiit  Secretary  M.   W.  Miller  to  the  Cfminumioner  of  Petwio7i8j 

April  10,  1903. 

Keriila,  as  widow  of  William  Hedgspeth,  formerly  corporal,  Com- 
pany H,  Forty -second  Indiana  Volunteer  Infantry,  filed  a  claim  for 
pension  under  the  act  of  «June  27, 1890,  June  7, 1902,  which  was  rejected 
August  20,  1902,  in  the  following  stated  language: 

Approved  for  rejection  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  amended  by  the  act  of 
May  9,  1900,  on  the  ground  that  the  soldier  rendered  voluntary  service  against  the 
United  States  while  a  prisoner  of  war. 

From  the  above  action  the  claimant  filed  an  appeal  to  the  Depart- 
ment, alleging  that  the  Bureau  was  in  error  in  its  considemtion  of  the 
evidence  in  the  case. 

On  April  1,  1903,  the  papers  were  tmnsmitted  to  the  Department 
together  with  the  following  report  over  the  signature  of  the  Acting 
Commissioner: 

Respectfully  transmitted  to  the  honorable  Secretary  with  the  opinion  that  the  action 
appealed  from  should  be  adhered  to.  This  soldier^s  service  in  the  Union  Army  after 
March  1, 1865  (date  he  took  the  oath  of  allegiance  to  the  Confederate  States),  was  to 
all  intents  and  purposes  a  second  service,  and  being  after  January  1,  1865,  the  joint 
resolution  of  July  1,  1903,  affords  no  relief.  It  is  not  believed  the  joint  resolution 
was  intended  to  or  does  cover  such  a  claim. 

The  joint  resolution  referred  to  is  undoubtedly  the  one  approved 
July  1, 1902,  and  passed  upon  in  the  case  of  Mary  Craig  (13  P.  D.,  259). 

The  above  report  is  somewhat  remarkable  in  its  conclusions,  in  view 
of  the  facts  in  the  case.  Not  only  was  the  soldier's  service  in  the 
Union  Army  after  March  1,  1865,  not  to  ''all  intents  and  puiposes  a 
second  service,"  but  it  wa^  not  a  second  service  in  any  sense,  militaiy 
or  legal. 

The  first  section  of  tne  joint  resolution,  approved  July  1,  1902,  is 
as  follows: 

That  the  act  approved  June  twenty-seventh,  eighti»en  hundred  and  ninety,  enti- 
tled **  An  act  granting  pensions  to  soldiers  and  sailors  who  are  incajyacitated  for  the 
performance  of  manual  lal)or,  and  providing  for  pensions  to  widows,  minor  children, 
and  dependent  parents,"  is  construed  and  held  to  include  all  persons  and  the  widows 
and  minor  children  of  all  deceaf«ed  persons,  subject  to  the  limitations  of  wiid  act,  who 
served  for  ninety  days  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  Unit(»d  States  during 
the  late  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  who  have  been  honorably  discharged  therefrom, 
and  aection  forty-seven  hundred  and  sixteen.  Revised  Statutes,  Unite<l  States,"  is 
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amended  accordingly:  Providedf  however  j  That  the  foregoing  shall  not  apply  to  those 
who  served  in  the  First,  Second,  Third,  Fourth,  Fifth,  and  Sixth  Regiments  United 
States  Volunteer  Infantry  who  had  a  prior  service  in  the  Confederate  Army  or  Navy 
and  who  enlisted  in  said  regiments  while  confined  as  prisoners  of  war  under  a  stipu- 
lation that  they  were  not  to  be  pensionable  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  nor 
to  those  who,  having  had  such  prior  service,  enlisted  in  the  military  or  naval  eer\ice 
of  the  United  States  after  the  first  day  of  January,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-five. 

It  will  be  noted  that  all  persons,  and  the  widows  and  minor  children 
of  all  deceased  persons,  subject  to  the  limitations  of  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  who  served  for  90  days  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  and 
were  honorably  discharged  therefrom,  shall  be  pensionable,  under  said 
joint  resolution,  notwithstanding  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes.  The 
proviso  to  the  first  section  declares  that  a  soldier  who  had  a  prior  Con- 
fedei'ate  service  and  enlisted  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the 
United  States  after  the  1st  day  of  January,  1865,  shall  not  be  entitled 
to  the  benefits  of  said  resolution. 

There  is  no  pretense  that  the  soldier  in  this  case  ''  enlisted  "  in  the 
military  service  of  the  United  States  after  March  1,  1865,  but  the 
Bureau  holds  that  he  reenlisted  to  "  all  intents  and  purposes,"  a  con- 
clusion not  warranted  in  any  view  that  may  be  taken  of  the  law. 
Enlistment  has  a  clear  meaning.  It  is  a  contract  by  which  a  citizen 
becomes  a  soldier.  See  In  re  Grimley  (137  U.  S.,  152).  A  citizen  can 
not  become  a  soldier  to  ''  all  intents  and  pui-poses."  He  enlists,  or  he 
does  not.  Anvthine  short  of  actual  enlistment  in  the  militarv  service 
fails  to  make  of  a  citizen  a  soldier.  The  "enlistment"  is  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  status  of  a  soldier. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  the  following  in  regard 
to  the  service  of  the  soldier  in  this  case: 

William  Hedgspeth,  a  musician  of  Company  H,  Forty-second  Regiment  Indiana 
Volunteers,  was  enrolled  on  the  30th  day  of  Sept«ml)er,  1861,  at  Spencer,  for  three 
years,  and  is  reported  on  the  roll  for  November  and  December,  1861,  present;  same 
rejKjrt  to  August  31,  1863;  September  and  Octol)er,  1863,  absent,  sick  in  hospital  at 
Chattanooga,  Tenn.,  since  October  18, 1863;  November  and  Dec^ember,  1863,  present; 
he  reenlisted  a  veteran  volunteer  January  1,  1864,  and  is  reported,  January  and  Feb- 
ruary, 1864,  present;  same  report  to  October  31, 1864;  Noveml)erand  December,  1864, 
captured  near  Atlanta,  (ia.,  November  10,  1864.  (Regiment  was  near  Atlanta,  Ga., 
on  that  date. )  Same  report  to  April  30,  1865.  He  was  mustered  out  with  his  com- 
jmny  July  21,  1865,  at  Louisville,  Ky.,  a  corporal.  This  man,  while  a  prisoner  of 
war  at  Anderrfonville,  (ia.,  was  transferred,  February  28,  1865,  to  Colonel  O'Neil,  a 
relx4  recruiting  officer.  Prisoners  of  war  records  show  him  admitted  to  hospital  at 
Andersonville,  Ga.,  February  21,  IStio,  with  "debilitas;"  transferred  to  Colonel 
0*Neil,  rel)el  recruiting  officer,  February  28, 1865;  took  oath  of  allegiance  to  Confed- 
erate States  March  1, 1865;  no  other  evidence  of  disability  and  no  further  information 
on  said  records. 

A  further  report  from  the  War  Department  shows  tlie  following: 

The  records  of  this  office  do  not  show  the  exact  date  the  within  named  William 
HogHp(»th,  Company  II,  Forty-second  Indiana  Volunteers,  rejoined  his  company, 
after  his  confinement  in  rebel  prison,  or  the  date  he  deserted  the  Confederate  service. 
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The  weight  of  the  evidence  in  the  case  shows  that  the  soldier  rejoined 
his  command  about  May  1,  18G5,  although  he  declared  ho  returned  to 
his  old  command  about  April  1,  1865. 

The  undisputed  facts  in  this  case  are  that  the  soldier  served  nearly 
four  years  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States  prior  to  his 
capture  by  the  enemy,  and  that  he  rejoined  his  old  command,  after 
having  served  an  indefinite  length  of  time  in  the  Confederate  Army. 
He  served  over  ninety  days  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  and  was 
honorably  discharged.  Under  the  joint  resolution-  of  July  1,  1902, 
whore  can  there  be  found  a  legal  reason  for  denying  the  claiming 
widow  a  pension,  if  her  title  is  complete  in  other  respects  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  May  9,  1900? 

A  soldier  might  have  had  four  years'  service  in  the  Confederate  Army, 
and  if  he  enlisted  in  the  Union  Arni}^  prior  to  January  1,  1865,  he 
would  have  title  to  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  under  the 
terms  of  the  joint  resolution  approved  July  1,  1902.  What  possible 
difference  can  it  make,  under  said  resolution,  that  a  soldier's  Confed- 
erate service  was  in  the  middle  of  his  military  service  in  the  Army  of 
the  United  States? 

This  soldier's  enlistment  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States 
was  long  prior  to  January  1,  1865,  and  the  rejoining  of  his  command, 
after  a  Confederate  service  in  1865,  was  not  in  any  sense  a  reenlistment. 

Congress  has  seen  fit  to  pass  a  law  pensioning  a  soldier  (or  his  widow) 
under  the  act  of  June. 27,  1890,  who  rendered  ninety  da3^s'  service 
during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  and  who  was  honorably  discharged. 
It  is  not  for  the  Executive  to  question  the  propriety  or  policy  of  the 
law.  The  duty  devolves  upon  the  Executive  branch  of  the  Govern- 
ment to  carry  the  law  into  effect,  giving  to  the  language  used  by  the 
legislature  its  meaning,  clearly  expressed.  (Sutherland  on  Statutory 
Construction,  par.  407.) 

It  l>ecomes  unnecessary  to  enter  into  any  discussion  of  the  question 
whether  it  may  be  more  despicable  for  a  soldier  who  was  serving 
under  an  enlistment  in  the  Army  of  the  United  Stiitos  to  take  the  oath 
of  allegiance  to  the  Confederate  States  than  for  a  Confederate  soldier 
to  deseit  his  service  and  to  enlist  in  the  military  service  of  the  United 
States.  Such  a  discussion  would  be  to  travel  outside  the  issue.  In 
the  case  under  consideration  there  are  some  extenuating  circumstances, 
I)ut  the  fact  remains,  that  even  if  there  were  none,  the  soldier  in  this 
case  is  clearly  within  the  terms  of  the  joint  resolution  of  July  1, 1902, 
and  his  widow  is  entitled  to  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  if 
the  other  essentials  to  title  are  established.  (See  cases  of  Mary  Craig, 
13  P.  D.,  259;  and  John  linfinger,  ibid,  248.) 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  is  reversed,  and  the  papers  are  returned 
herewith  for  a  read  judication  of  the  claim  in  accordance  with  this 
opinion. 
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COMMENCEMENT— ACT  JUNE  87,  180O— DECLARATION— RATE. 

Oscar  B.  Edwards. 

The  pension  was  properly  allowed  from  the  date  of  filing  the  Bupplementary  or 
amendatory  affidavit,  inasmuch  as  it  was  manifestly  impossible  for  the  claimant 
to  prove  that  disease  of  heart  (indei)endent  of  which  he  was  not  disabled) 
existed  at  the  time  of  filing  the  formal  prior  declaration. 

The  rate  allowed  is  not,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Department,  commensurate  with  the 
degree  of  the  claimant's  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor. 

Assistant  Secretary  M.  W.  Miller  to  the  CommissUmer  of  Pensions^ 

April  10,  1903. 

Oscar  B.  Edwards,  formerly  a  private  in  Company  F,  Twelfth 
Illinois  Volunteer  Cavalry,  is  now  a  pensioner  under  the  act  of  June 
27, 1890,  at  the  rate  of  $8  per  month.  This  pension  was  allowed  from 
January  23,  18D9.  The  claimant  was  previously  pensioned  under  the 
general  law  on  account  of  disability  from  varicocele  on  the  left  side 
and  received  ^2  per  month  from  June  12,  1883,  the  date  of  tiling  his 
original  declaration;  the  rate  was  increased  to  $6  per  month  from 
March  2,  1895,  in  accordance  with  the  provision  of  the  act  of  said  date. 

The  claimant's  first  application  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  was 
filed  October  18,  1890,  and  that  claim  was  rejected  in  1893  on  the 
ground  that  a  ratable  degree  of  disability  did  not  exist.  Another 
application,  filed  Juno  18,  1894,  was  rejected  in  1896  on  the  same 
ground.  The  third  declaration  was  filed  October  14,  1896;  an  amend- 
atory affidavit  was  filed  January  23, 1899;  and  still  another  declaration 
claiming  the  benefit  of  act  of  May  9,  1900,  was  tiled  May  31,  1900. 
These  were  adjudicated  together  in  February,  1901,  and  the  rating  of 
^  was  allowed,  as  alro^idy  stated,  from  January  23,  1899,  the  date  of 
filing  the  aforesaid  amendatory  aflidavit. 

The  claimant  asked  reconsideration  of  this  action  and  allowance,  and 
under  date  of  March  18,  1901,  he  was  informed  as  follows: 

The  claim  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  based  upon  declaration 
filed  OctobtT  14, 1896,  is  rejected  on  the  ground  that  you  were  not  disabled  for  manual 
lal)or  in  a  pensionable  degree  under  said  act  prior  to  January  23, 1899,  the  date  from 
which  jwnsion  was  made  to  conmience. 

*  *  *  Upon  your  application  fileti  October  14,  1896,  a  medical  examination  was 
ha<l  Novemlx^r  16,  1898. 

This  examination  showed  no  ratable  disability  under  act  of  June  27, 1890,  from  the 
disabilities  which  had  l)een  alleged  by  you;  but  disease  of  heart.,  which  had  not  Ixjeii 
allege<l,  was  shown  to  exist.  Your  aflidavit  filed  January  23,  1899,  alleging  it,  was 
therefore  considered  a  formal  declaration. 

January  23,  1899,  wa«3  therefore  the  earliest  date  from  which  your  pension  could 
be  made  to  commence,  and  the  aggregate  of  all  your  disabilities  was  shown  to  entitle 
you  to  the  rate  of  $8  per  month. 

The  claimant  tiled  an  appeal  to  the  Department,  September  14, 1901, 
asserting  in  effect  as  follows: 

First.  That  the  law  was  not  complied  with  because  the  pension  did  not  commence 
with  the  date  the  application  was  filed. 
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Second.  That,  as  the  medical  examination  made  in  1898  showed  the  existence  of 
disease  of  heart,  it  is  fair  to  presume  said  dise&se  of  heart  existed  at  the  date  of 
application  in  1896. 

Third.  That  the  aftidavit  file<l  in  January,  1899,  could  not  constitute  a  formal 
declaration  under  the  law. 

Fourth.  That  the  rate  allowed  is  not  commensurate  with  the  disabilities. 

The  first  and  third  of  these  contentions  raise  a  question  as  to  what 
constitutes  a  valid  declaration  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  so  far  as 
rohites  to  the  date  of  commencement.  Said  act  provides  among  other 
things  that  invalid  pension  thereunder — 

shall  commence  from  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  application  in  the  Pension  Office 
*     *    *    upon  proof  that  the  disability  then  existed. 

This  was  substantially  incorporated  in  the  act  of  March  t),  1896,  which 
provides  that — 

such  pension  shall  date  from  the  time  of  filing  the  first  application,  provided  the 
evidence  in  the  case  shall  show  a  pensionable  disability  to  have  existed,  or  to  exist, 
at  the  time  of  filing  such  first  application. 

It  thus  appears  that  a  claimant  for  invalid  pension  under  tiie  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  must  prove  that  a  material  degree  of  inability  to  earn 
a  support  by  manual  labor,  peryuanent  in  character,  existed  at  the  date 
of  filing  an  application — not  necessarily  the  first  application,  however, 
nor  necessarily  a  full  and  formal  application. 

The  Department  has  laid  down  the  following  rules,  among  others, 
to  govern  the  adjudication  of  claims  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890 
(9  P.  D.,  93): 

Should  the  me<iical  examination  disclose  the  existence  of  any  disease,  wound,  or 
injury  not  allege<l  in  the  original  or  amendatory  applicatioii,  which  is  a  factor  in  the 
claimant's  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor,  the  claimant  sliall  be  called 
upon  Uy  state,  under  oath,  the  time,  place,  and  circumstance  when,  where,  and 
under  which  such  wound  or  injury  was  received,  or  disease  contracted,  and  whether 
it  was  in  any  manner  caused  by  vicious  habits. 

.Shoul<l  the  wound,  injury,  or  disease  not  specified  in  the  original  or  amendatory 
declaration,  but  discovered  on  medical  examination,  be  shown  to  have  existed  at  the 
time  when  the  original  declaration  was  filed,  and  it  is  found  not  to  Ije  due  to  vicious 
habits,  it  shall  lie  taken  into  account,  the  same  as  if  formally  specified  in  the  original 
application,  in  estimating  the  degree  of  j)ermanent  mental  or  physical  dis&bihty  to 
which  it  contributes.     *    *    * 

In  the  application  of  these  rules,  if  the  claimant  furnishes  proof 
that  such  disability  existed  at  the  date  of  filing  an}'-  prior  declaration 
or  amendatory  application  or  aflSdavit,  the  pension  is  made  to  com- 
mence from  such  date.  If  such  proof  is  not  furnished,  however,  the 
affidavit  or  application  in  v/hich  the  disa})ility  is  first  alleged  is  consid- 
ered, as  in  this  case,  as  a  fonnal  declaration,  and  the  pension  is  made 
to  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  thereof.  This  is  sound  practice, 
and  it  is  wholly  in  the  interest  of  claimants.  If  this  claimant's  con- 
tention  were  tena})le,  if  his  pension  imder  said  act  is  to  \>e  aliowed 
from  the  date  of  filing  a  formal  declaration,  it  would  work  a  hardship, 
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and  deprive  him  of  the  rating  prior  to  May  31,  1900,  on  which  date 
such  formal  declaration  was  filed  to  include  disease  of  heart,  since 
he  failed  to  prove  that  he  was  disabled  at  the  time  of  filing  the  earlier 
formal  declaration— October  14,  1896.  The  Department  therefore 
holds  that  the  pension  was  properly  allowed  from  the  date  of  filing  the 
supplementary  or  amendatory  affidavit. 

In  accordance  with  the  aforesaid  rules  it  appears  the  claimant  was 
called  upon  to  make  the  required  statement  in  regard  to  disease  of 
heart  and  to  furnish  testimony  showing  whether  he  was  disabled 
thereby  from  October  14, 1896,  the  date  of  filing  the  claim,  to  Novem- 
ber 16,  1898,  the  date  of  the  medical  examination.  In  his  aflSdavit, 
filed  January  23,  1899,  the  claimant  stated  that  he  was  unable  to  give 
the  time  and  place  or  circumstances  of  the  incurrence  of  disease  of 
heart;  that  he  was  not  sure  of  its  existence  until  informed  by  the 
board  of  examining  surgeons,  but  liad  been  conscious  of  shortness  of 
breath  upon  any  unusual  exertion.  From  this  it  is  very  clear  that  it 
was  utterly  impossible  for  the  claimant  to  show  that  the  affection  of 
the  heart,  first  described  in  1898,  existed  in  1896. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  the  second  contention  needs  no  extended 
consideration.  There  is  no  reasonable!*  presumption  that  this  disease 
of  heart  existed  more  than  two  years  before  it  was  first  shown  by  the 
report  of  the  board  of  surgeons. 

With  reference  to  the  last  contention,  that  the  rate  is  not  commen- 
surate. It  is  apparent  from  the  reportof  the  examination  of  November 
16, 1898,  that  a  considerable  degree  of  inability  to  earn  a  support  by 
manual  labor  was  not  shown  independent  of  that  due  to  disease  of 
heart.  The  examination  which  was  subsequently  made  in  connection 
with  the  claim,  February  7, 1900,  revealed  evidences  of  disability  from 
left  varicocele,  lumbago,  and  disease  of  heart,  stomach,  and  rectum, 
but  not  to  such  an  extent  as  to  wholly  incapacitate  hini. 

The  objective  conditions  were  described  as  follows: 

Pulse  rate,  88,  100,  120;  respiration,  18,  20,  24;  temperature,  99i;  height,  5  feet  71 
mches;  actual  weight,  180  pounds;  age,  64  years. 

In  general  appearance,  fairly  well  nourishe*!;  skin,  relaxe<l;  muscles,  soft;  tongue, 
red,  seamed,  and  impress  of  teeth  is  seen  on  edges. 

Has  redness  and  congestion  of  fauces,  with  laryngeal  and  pharyngeal  catarrh; 
coughs  dark  lumps  from  lungs. 

Heart:  Apex  beat  external  to  nipple  line  in  sixth  interspace;  heard,  but  not  seen. 
First  sound  labored,  action  weak.  Area  cardiac  dullness  5  by  oj.  There  is  some 
dilatation,  no  murmurs  or  cedema,  but  cyanosis  on  exertion.  Has  a  fatty  hypertrophy 
of  heart,  which  increases  in  action  to  120  on  exertion.  With  his  dyspepsia  and 
lithsemia,  rate  twelve-eighteenths. 

Stomach  is  tender  on  pressure;  has  acid  eructations,  and  vomits  food  frequently. 
(One  member  of  board  says  he  has  l)een  disabled  totally  for  ten  vears.)  Rat«,  $12 
on  gastric  catarrh. 

Piles:  Marked  by  one  external  pile,  which  is  ulcerate<l,  and  mucous  membrane  of 
anus  is  highly  congested.  Gives  history  of  chronic  diarrhoea  since  service.  Kate 
ten-eighteenths  on  piles. 
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Rupture:  Rupture  of  left  side  marked  by  ab<loininal  rings,  patulous.  No  tumor 
in  inguinal  ring. 

Lumbago:  Marked  by  pain  and  stiffness  in  back,  with  weakness  of  lumbar  muscles. 
He  can't  lean  forward  to  floor  without  supjwrt.     Rate  four-eighteenths. 

Varicocele:  Marked  by  enlai^ged  veins  in  scrotum,  left  side.     Rate  four-eighteenths. 

No  evidence  of  vicious  habits. 

It  is  apparent  that  the  statement  of  one  member  of  the  board  that 
the  claimant  had  been  totally  disabled  for  ten  years  is  not  corroborated 
by  the  contemporary  evidence  and  official  reports.  However,  upon  a 
careful  consideration  of  tho  above  report,  together  with  the  testimony 
tiled  in  support  of  the  claim,  it  is  believed  that  the  rating  of  |8  is  not 
commensurate  with  the  degree  of  disability  shown  from  all  causes. 
Your  action  in  this  respect  is  therefore  reversed  and  you  are  directed 
to  reopen  the  claim  and  allow  a  higher  rating  from  January  23,  1899. 

The  papers  are  herewith  returned. 


RESTORATION— ACT  OF  MARCH  3,  lOOl-REMARRIAGK. 

Sophia  J.  E.  Woehl  (as  widow). 

Claimant  was  pensioned  under  tlie  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1S90,  as  the 
widow  of  Ramond  Woehl,  but  her  name  was  dropped  from  the  roll  because  of 
her  remarriage  in  1894.  She  was  divorced  from  her  second  husband  in  1901, 
iiI)on  her  own  ix?tition,  whereui)on  she  filed  a  claim  for  restoration  to  the  pension 
roll  under  the  act  of  March  «,  1901. 

/>///,  That  as  her  name  was  never  on  the  i)ension  roll  "because  of  her  huslmnd's 
<leath  as  a  result  of  wound  or  injuries  receive<l  or  disease  contracted  in  "the" 
military  or  naval  service,"  and  was  not  soldier's  lawful  wife  "during  the  period 
of  his  service  in  any  w'ar,"  she  does  not  come  within  the  provisions  of  the  su'X  of 
March  3,  1901 ,  and  her  name  cannot  l)e  restored. 

AfdtUiUint  Secretary  M,  W,  Millt-r  to  the  Q^nniUaiOfUT  of  Pensions  ^ 

A}rrll  10,  1903. 

Sophie  J.  E.,  as  widow  of  Ramond  Woehl,  formerly  a  private  in 
Company  H,  Finst  Illinois  Volunteer  Cavalry,  she  having  been  a  pen- 
sioner under  the  act  of  tJune  27,  1890,  appears  to^have  had  her  name 
dropped  from  the  roll  by  the  reason  of  her  remarriage  April  26, 1894. 
SI.e  was  divorced  from  her  second  husband  May  6, 1001,  upon  her  own 
I  rtition,  and  she  filed  a  declaration  for  restoration  under  the  act  of 
March  3,  1901,  July  11,  1902,  claim  being  rejected  August  22,  1902, 
on  the  ground  of  no  title.     An  appeal  was  tiled  September  9, 1902. 

The  act  of  March  3,  1901,  so  far  as  it  affects  the  issue  in  this  case  is 
as  follows: 

Provided^  hmrever,  That  any  widow  who  was  the  lawful  wife  of  any  officer  or 
enlisted  man  in  the  Army,  Navy,  or  Marine  Corps  of  the  United  States  durinj?  the 
period  of  his  service  in  any  war,  and  whose  name  was  placed  or  shall  hereafter  be 
placed  on  the  pension  roll,  because  of  her  husbamrs  death  as  the  rt^sult  of  wound  or 
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injuries  received  or  disease  contracted  in  such  military  or  naval  service,  and  whose 
name  has  been  or  shall  hereafter  be  dropped  from  said  pension  roll  by  reason  of  her 
marriage  to  another  person  who  has  since  died  or  shall  hereafter  die,  or  from  whom 
she  has  been  heretofore  or  shall  be  hereafter  divorced,  upon  her  own  application  and 
without  fault  on  her  part,  and  if  she  is  without  means  of  support  other  than  her  daily 
labor,  as  defined  by  the  acts  of  June  twenty-seventh,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety, 
and  May  ninth,  nineteen  hundred,  shall  be  entitled  to  have  her  name  again  placed 
on  the  pension  roll  at  the  rate  now  provided  for  widows  by  the  act  of  July  fourteen, 
eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-two,  March  third,  eighteen  hundred  and  seventy-two, 
and  March  nineteen,  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-six,  such  pension  to  commence 
from  the  date  of  the  filing  of  her  application  in  the  Pension  Bureau  after  the  api)roval 
of  this  act. 

This  act  is  one  providing  for  the  re«tomtion  of  the  names  of  a  certain 
class  of  widows  to  the  pension  roll.  It  grants  no  original  pension, 
and  it  has  to  do  solely  and  only  with  those  widows  whose  names  hav- 
ing been  once  on  the  roll  have  had  their  names  dropped  therefrom 
by  reason  of  remarriage.  The  conditions  precedent  to  such  restora- 
tion are  as  follows: 

First.  She  must  have  been  said  soldier's  lawful  wife  during  the 
period  of  his  service  in  some  war. 

Second.  Her  name  must  have  been  originally  on  the  roll  by  reason 
of  the  death  of  the  husband  through  whom  she  drew  pension,  he  having 
died  by  reason  of  wounds,  injury,  or  disease  of  service  origin. 

Third.  The  marriage  which  was  the  cause  of  her  name  being  dropyied 
from  the  roll  must  have  been  terminated  by  reason  of  the  death  of  her 
spouse,  or  by  reason  of  a  divorce  from  him  upon  her  own  application 
and  without  fault  on  her  part. 

Fourth.  She  must  be  dependent  within  the  meaning  of  the  term.s  of 
the  act  of  elune  27,  1890,  or  May  9,  1900. 

This  claimant  fails  in  her  title  in  at  least  two  of  the  conditions  pre- 
cedent. First,  her  name  has  never  been  on  the  pension  rolls  by  reason 
of  the  death  of  her  husband  occurring  through  his  military  service, 
i.  e.,  she  w^as  never  pensioned  under  the  genei'al  law.  Her  name  was 
on  the  roll  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  thus  the  second  condi- 
tion precedent  noted  above  is  lacking.  Second,  this  claimant  married 
the  soldier  through  whom  she  was  pensioned  in  the  j'ear  1868.  This 
soldier  enlisted  in  1801,  was  discharged  in  1862,  he  had  no  subsequent 
service,  and  thus  her  marriage  to  him  was  six  years  after  his  service 
ended.     The  first  condition  precedent  then  is  also  wanting. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  further  discuss  this  issue,  or  to  take  into  con- 
sideration either  the  proof  or  the  failure  to  prove  the  third  and  fourth 
conditions  precedent.  The  act  invoked  carries  no  original  grant  with 
it,  as  hereinbefore  stated,  but  it  is  limited  as  to  the  beneficiaries  there- 
under to  those  widows  whose  names  have  been  on  the  pension  roll  at 
some  time  but  have  })een  dropped.  Certain  conditions  precedent  are 
necessary  to  show  title,  and  two  of  these  conditions  precedent  are 
wanting  in  this  case. 
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ADULTEROUS  COHABITATION— EVIDENCE— ADMISSIONS-SPECIAL, 

EXAMINER'S  CONDUCT. 

Annie  Snyder  (widow). 

The  dropping  of  a  pensioner's  name  from  the  rolls  for  open  and  notorious  adulterous 
cohabitation  solely  upon  her  alleged  admi^jpns  to  a  special  examiner  is  error. 

It  is  not  the  province  of  a  special  examiner  to  seek  U>  entrap  or  discredit  any  claim- 
ant. His  duty  is  to  assist  in  obtaining  the  facts  in  any  case  without  espousing 
the  cause  of  either  the  claimant  or  the  Government.  He  must  l)e  fair,  impartial, 
and  diligent  to  obtain  the  truth,  irrespective  of  whom  it  benefits  or  injures. 

Assistant  Secretat^y  M,   ^Y,  Miller  to  the   Commissi (mer  of  Pensions^ 

April  13,  1903. 

February  20,  1903,  the  Department,  on  appeal,  affirmed  the  action 
of  the  Bureau  of  March  17,  1000,  dropping  from  the  pension  rolls  the 
name  of  Annie,  widow  of  Edwin  P.  Snyder,  seaman,  ships  Pimgxiin 
Dah\f  and  N(rrtli  Carolina,  U.  S.  Navy. 

The  said  widow  had  been  pensioned  under  act  of  June  27, 1890, 
from  May  4,  1892. 

Her  pension  was  terminated  on  a  report  of  a  special  examiner.  His 
report  was  accompanied  b}'  an  alleged  sworn  statement  made  by  the 
claimant  to  the  examiner,  stating  in  substance  that  she  had  frequentl}'^ 
violated  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  August  7,  18S2,  smce  the  death  of 
her  husband,  April  16,  1892. 

Her  name  was  therefore  dropped  from  the  rolls  for  such  violation, 
and  the  Department,  on  appeal,  after  setting  forth  her  alleged  julmis- 
sions  of  immorality,  affirmed  the  action  of  the  Bureau. 

The  action  dropping  her  name  from  the  roll  was  taken  solely  upon 
her  alleged  admissions  of  guilt. 

March  27,  1903,  the  attorney  filed  a  motion  for  reconsideration,  call- 
ing attention  to  claimant's  sworn  statement  in  record  when  the  case 
was  here  on  appeal,  positively  denying  that  she  admitted  to  the 
examiner  or  an3'one  else  that  she  was  guilty  of  the  alleged  immorality 
and  also  positively  den3'ing  that  she  had  been  guilty  of  any  immoral 
conduct.  Claimant,  in  the  affidavit,  sets  forth  the  examiner's  conduct 
in  trying  to  induce  her  to  confess  her  immoral  relations.  The  testi- 
mony in  the  case  other  than  her  alleged  admissions  sustains  her  good 
character. 

It  is  insisted  in  the  motion  that  the  examiner  used  fraudulent  and 
disreputable  means  to  secure  the  alleged  admissions,  and  reference  is 
made  to  the  case  of  Frances  Coleman,  widow  of  Henry  Coleman, 
Com[)any  E,  Seventh  United  States  Colored  Volunteer  Infantry, 
decided  by  the  Department  Januar}^  30,  1903  (press  copy  book  559, 
p.  457),  to  sustain  claimant's  contention  that  the  examiner  employed 
improper  and  disreputable  methods  to  secure  admissions  of  immoral 
conduct  on  the  part  of  widows  whose  claims  were  under  investigation. 
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Referring  to  the  Coleman  ease  cited,  it  is^ found  that  the  6ame  is  simi- 
lar in  many  respects  to  the  case  of  claimant  herein.  Both  jKMisions 
were  stopped  solely  upon  alleged  admissions  made  to  the  same  special 
examiner. 

It  is  shown  in  the  Coleman  case  that  the  examiner  went  far  bevond 
the  requirements  of  duty  and  that  his  conduct  was  indecent  and  out- 
rageous toward  the  claimant.  The  Department  disregjirded  his  report, 
showing  plain  admissions  of  guilt,  and  on  other  testimony  in  the  case 
directed  that  Mrs.  Coleman's  name  be  restored  to  the  rolls.  Pitu'- 
tically  the  same  charges  are  made  against  the  examiner  in  this  case. 

His  report  can  not  be  received  as  worthy  of  credit;  at  least  it  can 
not  be  accepted  to  injure  the  reputation  of  one  whoso  character  ivS 
shown  by  other  witnesses  to  be  good.  In  the  light  of  the  disclosures 
made  in  the  Coleman  case,  his  report  in  this  case  is  not  worthy  of 
credence. 

It  is  not  the  province  of  an  examiner  to  seek  to  entrap  or  discredit 
any  claimant.  His  duty  is  to  assist  in  obtaining  the  facts  in  an}'  case 
without  espousing  the  cause  either  of  the  claimant  or  the  Government. 
He  must  be  fair,  impartial,  and  diligent  to  obtain  the  truth,  irresi^ec-, 
tive  of  whom  it  benefits  or  injures.  The  examiner  is  not  an  attorney 
for  the  Government,  employed  to  defeat  claimant's  contention.  He 
is  rather  the  friend  of  both,  empowered  to  discover  the  actual  facts 
in  a  caiM5  and  to  report  them  to  the  proper  authorities  without  favor 
or  prejudice. 

The  decision  of  the  Department  complained  of  is  set  aside  and 
revoked.  The  claim  will  be  reopened  and  referred  to  some  other 
examiner  for  investigation.  Another  statement  should  be  taken  from 
her,  and  the  witnesse^s  to  her  deposition  should  be  interviewed  as  to 
their  knowledge  of  claimant's  understanding  of  the  deposition  she 
signed. 

Other  available  testimony  l>earing  upon  the  <i  nest  ion  at  issue  should 
be  taken. 

When  the  examiner  shall  have  made  his  report  you  will  please  make 
an  additional  report  to  this  Department  as  to  the  merits  of  the  case 
and  retui'n  the  record  for  further  action  upon  the  appeal.  Let  the 
case  be  made  special. 


INCUHRKNCE— MNK  OF  nUTY-TYPIIOID  FEVER— IN  C:i:BATION. 

AUTHUR   G.  MKLLINCiER. 

The  rejection  of  the  claim  for  typhoid  fever  and  allege<l  ref^ulting  dinease  of  eyes 
and  Inngn  u\yon  the  ground  that  the  name  wa«  not  incurred  in  line  of  duty, 
claimant  l)eing  alisent  from  his  command  on  verbal  furlough  at  date  of  incurrence, 
wa.s  improi)t^r,  ina.<<much  as  it  is  not  imjx^ssihte  that  the  incubation  fltage  of  paid 
fever  may  have  extended  In^yond  the  date  of  the  furlough.  The  claim  is  there- 
fore returned  for  readju<lication,  trentiug  disease  of  eyes  and  typhoid  fever  and 
allege<l  result««  thereof  as  difltinct  affections. 
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AsaUtant  Secretary  M,    W,  Miller  to  t/ie  Coinrnisaioner  of  Pensians^ 

March  '23,  1903. 

This  appellant,  Arthur  C.  Mellinger,  was  formerly  a  private  in 
Battery  G,  First  Ohio  Light  Artillery,  war  with  Spain.  He  enlisted 
April  26,  1898,  and  was  mustered  out  January  23,  1899,  to  date 
November  23,  1898,  having  been  absent,  sick,  at  that  time,  when  the 
organization  was  discharged.  He  filed  a  claim  for  pension  May  26, 
1899,  alleging  that  on  or  about  the  last  of  June,  1898,  he  contracted  a 
continued  fever  which  resulted  in  disease  of  eyes;  that  while  on  fur- 
lough at  his  home  he  had  a  severe  attack  of  typhoid  fever,  and  that 
immediately  following  the  same  he  had  pneumonia;  that  his  lungs  and 
eyes  are  permanently  diseased.  This  claim  was  rejected  May  13, 1901, 
in  accordance  with  the  following  action  of  the  legal  reviewers: 

Reject  typhoid  fever  and  resulting  disease  of  eyes  and  lungs  upon  the  ground  that 
same  was  not  incurred  in  line  of  duty,  claimant  being  absent  from  his  command  on 
verbal  furlough  at  date  of  incurrence,  as  shown  by  records  of  the  War  Department 

On  May  23,  1901,  the  claimant  filed  an  appeal  to  the  Department 
from  the  aforesaid  adverse  action.  Shortly  afterwards  the  recognized 
attorney  also  filed  an  appeal  from  the  same  action. 

It  is  at  once  apparent  that  so  much  of  the  claim  as  relates  to  disease 
of  eyes  was  improperly  rejected,  inasmuch  as  the  claimant  alleged 
that  this  affection  was  due  to  "a continued  fever"  some  months  prior 
to  the  attack  of  typhoid  fever.  Disease  of  eyes  was  not  alleged  as  a 
result  of  typhoid  fever  and  the  rejection  thereof  on  the  ground  stated 
was  error. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  the  soldier  was 
under  treatment  for  acute  diarrhea  from  May  31  to  June  4  and  June 
6  and  7,  1898.  The  only  other  treatment  was  rendered  from  July  20 
to  24,  1898,  for  hysteria.  It  would  therefore  appear  that  the  acute 
diarrhea  of  record  is  the  illness  the  claimant  designates  as  continued 
fever  and  that  he  made  a  mistake  in  stating  that  it  began  in  June, 
whereas  the  records  show  that  said  illness  began  in  May. 

The  records  also  show  that  the  claimant  was  furloughed  under 
verbal  orders  along  with  the  organization  for  one  month  from  Sep- 
tember 12,  1898,  and  that  he  was  absent  at  the  time  of  its  nuister  out, 
as  already  stated.  The  stations  of  the  organization  during  service  are 
not  shown  by  the  report  from  the  War  Department. 

Dr.  E.  C.  Sherman  has  testified  that  he  first  treated  the  claimant 
about  October  2,  1898,  when  he  found  him  suffering  from  typhoid 
fever;  that  the  soldier  had  a  relapse  November  13,  1898,  and  the 
convalescence  did  not  begin  until  December.  He  further  stated  that 
he  was  again  called  to  see  the  claimant  on  March  31,  1899,  and  found 
him  with  a  pneumonia  involving  the  entire  right  lung,  and  that  at  the 
time  of  making  the  affidavit,  June  23,  1899,  the  right  lung  was  in  a 
hepatized  condition.  He  also  stated  that  when  he  first  saw  the  claim- 
ant in  October,  1898,  *'his  eyes  were  in  a  bad  condition." 


360  DECISIONS   BELATINO   TO  PENSIONS. 

It  appears  that  Dr.  Sherman,  under  date  of  October  6,  1898, 
reported  to  the  captain  of  the  batter}'  that  the  soldier  was  suffering 
from  an  attack  of  typhoid  fever. 

In  his  statement  preliminary  to  muster  out,  dated  January  12, 181*9, 
the  soldier  alleged  no  other  disability  than  weak  eyes,  which  he  then 
asserted  was  contracted  while  in  camp  at  Chickamauga  Park,  and  wjis 
''worse  since  recovery  from  typhoid  fever."  On  the  same  date  the 
examining  surgeons  certified  as  follows: 

This  man  is  recovering  from  recent  prolonged  illness.  There  is  a  marke<l  con- 
junctivitis of  both  orbital  and  palpebral  conjunctiva,  probably  due  to  illnes.'^. 

The  report  of  the  official  examination,  made  August  8, 1900,  show^ed 
some  conjunctivitis  of  both  eyes,  with  defective  vision;  also  disca.se  of 
both  lungs  resulting,  in  the  opinion  of  the  board  of  surgeons,  from 
the  attack  of  pneumonia. 

While  the  claimant  alleged  that  the  attack  of  typhoid  fever  was 
immediately  followed  by  pneumonia,  the  evidence  shows  that  there 
was  an  interval  of  three  or  four  months  between  his  convalescence 
from  the  former  and  the  development  of  the  latter.  It  w-ould  appear 
to  be  exceedingly  improbable,  therefore,  that  there  was  any  material 
sequential  or  pathological  relation  between  the  attack  of  fever  and  the 
attack  of  pneumonia.    In  this,  however,  the  Department  is  anticipating. 

The  claim  for  disease  of  lungs  was  rejected  on  the  ground  that  the 
attack  of  typhoid  fever,  alleged  as  the  cause  or  antecedent  of  said  dis- 
ease, was  incurred  while  the  claimant  was  on  furlough  and  not  in  the 
line  of  duty. 

Typhoid  fever  is  now  regarded  as  an  infectious  disease  caused  b}-  a 
specific  microorganism,  the  })acillus  typhosus,  or  Eberth  bacillus,  so 
called  from  its  discoverer.  It  is  genenilly  recognized  that  the  actual 
incurrence  or  contraction  of  this  disease,  as  well  as  other  germ  dis- 
eases, necessarily  antedates  the  outbreak  or  physical  manifestations 
thereof.  This  interval,  known  as  the  period  of  incubation,  varies  in 
different  diseases.  Within  the  meaning  of  the  statutes  it  is  evident 
that  such  diseases  must  be  held  to  have  been  contracted  at  the  time  of 
the  introduction  of  the  germ  into  the  system  and  not  at  the  time  of  the 
development  of  recognizable  symptoms  of  these  infectious  diseases. 
Claimants  are  therefore  entitled  to  pension  if  the  proof  shows  conclu- 
sivel}'  that  such  diseases  originated  or  were  contracted  in  the  service 
and  line  of  duty  even  though  the  symptoms  developed  while  they  were 
on  furlough  or  after  their  discharge. 

In  t3'phoid  fever  the  incubation  period  '^  varies  from  a  few  dajs  to 
two  weeks  and  even  longer,''  as  stated  in  Tyson's  Practice  of  Medi- 
cine, edition  of  1900,  and  this  agrees  with  the  statements  of  medical 
authorities  generallj'.  ''The  average  period  of  incubation  in  typhoid 
fever  is  probably  about  ten  and  a  half  da\'s,"  as  sUited  in  the  report 
on  the  Origin  and  Spread  of  Typhoid  Fever  in  U.  S.  Militar}'  Camps 


DECISIONS    RELATING    TO    PENSIONS.  361 

during  the  Spanish  war  of  1898,  by  Drs.  Walter  Reed,  Victor  C. 
Vaughn,  and  Edward  O.  Shakespeare,  the  board  of  medical  officers 
appointed  to  make  an  investigation  into  the  cause  of  the  extensive 
prevalence  of  typhoid  fever  in  said  camps.  This  board  also  states  that 
from  a  study  of  a  large  number  of  cases,  "the  shortest  period  of 
incubation  would  appear  to  be  slightly  less  than  eight  days,"  but  there 
is  no  definite  statement  in  this  report  as  to  the  farther  limit  of  this 
period.  It  would  appear  from  reference  to  a  number  of  text-books 
that  the  longest  period  of  incubation  in  typhoid  fever  is  about  three 
weeks.  Osier  gives  it  as  '*  fourteen  days,  sometimes  twenty-three," 
in  the  last  (1901)  edition  of  his  work. 

Admitting  that  the  average  period  of  incubation  of  typhoid  fever 
is  about  ten  days  and  that  the  shortest  period  may  be  three  or  four 
days,  as  shown  by  some  reports  of  authentic  cases,  there  is  a  fair  pre- 
sumption that  the  farther  the  development  of  the  disease  is  removed 
be^'ond  two  weeks  the  more  remote  is  the  probability  that  the  disease 
was  contracted  at  a  certain  time  or  place.  The  disease  is  continually 
present  in  some  localities  and  it  is  widely  distributed  in  this  country, 
so  that  when  its  development  varies  widely  from  the  average  in  the 
period  of  incubation  the  probabilities  are  very  remote  and  uncertain. 

The  testimony  shows  that  the  soldier's  organization  was  stationed 
for  a  time  at  Chickamauga  Park,  one  of  the  camps  where  typhoid 
fever  was  most  prevalent;  also,  that  the  organization  returned  from 
that  place  and  went  into  camp  at  Columbus,  Ohio,  sometime  prior  to 
its  being  f urloughed  on  September  12,  1898.  The  date  of  the  afore- 
said removal  is  not  shown.  There  was  an  interval  of  twent}- -one  days 
between  the  date  of  the  verbal  furlough  and  the  date  of  the  doctor's 
first  attendance  upon  the  claimant. 

From  the  foregoing,  apparently,  it  is  not  impossible  that  the  period 
of  incubation  of  the  t3'phoid  fever  in  this  case  may  have  extended 
beyond  the  date  of  the  verbal  furlough.  Moreover,  the  adverse  action 
appears  to  have  been  taken  without  the  claim  being  referred  to  the 
medical  officers  in  your  Bureau  for  their  consideration  of  the  questions 
involved.  The  Department  therefore  holds  that  the  rejection  of  this 
part  of  the  claim  on  the  ground  stated  was  also  error. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  j^ou  are  directed  to  reopen  and  rejidjudicate 
this  claim,  treating  disease  of  eyes  and  typhoid  fever  and  the  alleged 
result  thereof  as  separate  and  distinct  affections.  You  should  call  for 
an  additional  report  from  the  War  Department  showing  the  stations 
of  the  organization  and  the  dates  of  its  transfers  and  then  request  an 
opinion  or  action  of  the  medical  referee  as  to  the  mediail  features 
involved. 

When  such  action  has  been  taken  the  case  should  be  returned  to  the 
Department  with  further  report  for  final  disposition  of  the  appeal. 
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rate— xvct  of  august  4,  1886-totax.  disability  in  arm— evidence. 

Samuel  D.  Frank. 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  f^^unshot  wound  of  soldier's  arm  renders  it  totally  dis- 
abled for  all  practical  use  and  conve»ience,  and  entitles  him  to  the  rate  of  $36, 
under  the  act  of  August  4,  1886. 

Amwtant  Secretary  M.   TF.  Miller  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensi/yfis 

April  15,  1903. 

Samuel  D.  Frank,  who  served  as  a  sergeant  in  Company  A,  One 
Hundred  and  Tenth  Ohio  Volunteer  Infantry,  was  a  pensioner  under 
the  general  law  at  $30  per  month  for  disability  due  to  gunshot  wound 
of  left  arm,  when,  on  July  30,  1897,  he  filed  a  claim  for  increase  of  his 
pension.  This  claim  was  rejected  October  2, 1901,  on  the  ground  that 
$30  is  the  highest  rate  allowed  for  his  disability,  from  which  action  he 
appealed  October  17,  1901. 

Said  gunshot  wound  occasioned  his  discharge  from  the  service 
December  24,  1864,  on  a  surgeon's  certificate,  which  describes  the 
wound  as  follows: 

Complete  anchylosis  of  the  left  elbow  joint  at  nearly  a  right  angle,  caused  by  gun- 
shot wound  received  at  the  battle  of  Monocacy,  Md.,  July  9, 1864;  not  fit  for  Veteran 
Reserve  Corps. 

For  this  wound  he  was  first  pensioned  at  $8  per  month,  which  rate 
was  increased  from  time  to  time  until  he  was  finally  rated  at  $30  per 
month  under  the  act  of  August  4,  1886 — the  rate  provided  by  said  act 
for  total  disability  of  a  hand.  The  question  at  issue  is  whether  there 
was  total  disability  of  the  hand  only,  or  total  disability  of  the  whole  arm. 

There  are  several  certificates  of  boards  of  surgeons  who  examined 
soldier,  which  show  that  there  has  existed,  practically,  a  total  disabil- 
ity of  the  entire  ann.  According  to  these  certificates  all  joints  of  the 
arm  and  hand  are  stiflF  and  fixed,  except  the  shoulder  joints.  His 
elbow  is  completely  anchylosed  at  a  right  angle,  and  the  fingers  are 
fully  extended  and  can  not  be  flexed,  the  grasping  power  being  thereby 
completel}^  lost.  The  triceps,  biceps,  and  nuiscles  of  forearm  are 
greatly  atrophied,  said  arm  being  about  one-half  the  size  of  his  other 
arm.  The  surgeons  furthur  state  that  this  arm  is  totally  disabled. 
Soldier  can  not  feed  or  dress  himself  with  this  arm,  and  certainly  can 
not  use  it  for  any  kind  of  work.  The  only  movement  possible  with 
the  arm  is  at  shoulder  joint,  and  it  is  not  apparent  how  his  arm  in 
this  condition  can  be  of  any  practical  use  or  convenience  to  him.  He 
might,  with  the  assistance  of  his  good  arm,  hang  a  basket  or  parcel  on 
the  disabled  arm  and  carry  it  there,  but  such  use  is  believed  to  be  too 
insignificant  for  consideration. 

In  the  case  of  William  Cline  (7  P.  D.,  119),  wherein  the  expression 
''totiill}'  disabled  in  the  same,"  as  contained  in  the  act  of  August  4, 
188G,  was  construed  to  mean  a  disabilit}"  of  the  limb,  not  for  ordinary 
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manual  labor,  merely,  but  a, total  disabilit}^  for  all  practical  use  and 
convenience.  Said  Cline's  arm  was  disabled  by  a  gunshot  wound  which 
caused  almost  complete  anchylosis  of  the  shoulder  joint,  and  the  mus- 
cles surrounding  it  were  greatly  wasted.  He  could  raise  his  arm 
forty-five  degrees  and  could  move  his  elbow  in  one  direction  to  a  right 
angle,  but  the  rotary  motion  of  elbow  was  lost  so  that  he  could  not 
turn  the  palm  of  his  hand  upward.  The  forearm  could  not  be  turned. 
The  wrist  motion  was  unimpaired,  except  by  the  atrophy  which  affected 
his  whole  arm.     The  functions  of  the  hand  were  completely  dcvstroyed. 

Comparing  this  soldier's  arm  with  that  of  William  Cline,  above 
referred  to,  who  was  allowed  $36,  it  will  readily  be  seen  that  soldier's 
disability  is  as  great,  if  not  greater  than  that  of  said  Cline. 

It  would  be  unreasonable  to  assume  that  an  arm  is  not  totally  disa- 
bled until  every  joint  is  stiff  and  immovable.  The  fact  that  claimant 
has  some  power  to  move  his  shoulder,  while  the  balance  of  the  arm  is 
completely  useless,  does  not  indicate  that  the  arm  can  l)e  used  for  any 
practical  pui-poses. 

Soldier's  arm  appears  to  be  neither  useful  nor  convenient,  and  the 
Department  believes  that  there  has  l)een  shown  to  exist  a  total  disa- 
bility of  the  same  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

The  action  of  rejection  is  accordingly  reversed,  and  you  will  read- 
judicate  the  claim  in  conformity  with  this  opinion. 
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of  soli>iers'  home. 
Mary  Jank  Tilton  v.  Richard  R.  Tilton. 

The  provision  in  the  thinl  proviso  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  that  one-half  the  pen- 
sion" nhall  l)e  paid  ])y  the  treasurer  '*  is  limite<l  to  those  cafles  where  the  Treas- 
urer of  a  National  Sildiers'  Home  has  in  his  possession  funds  from  which  the 
Itaymcnt  ordered  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  can  be  made,  and  if  for  any 
reason  the  treasun^r  has  no  such  funds  and  the  pensioner  has  ceased  to  be  an 
inmate  of  the  II(»me,  then  the  one-half  of  the  |)ension  to  which  claimant  under 
8ai<l  act  is  shown  to  l)e  entitled  should  be  withheld  from  future  accruing  pension 
ami  paid  claimant  by  the  Uniteil  States  |>ension  agent  under  the  direction  of  the 
Commissioner  of  Pensions. 

Where  through  administrative  error  or  mistake  the  pensioner  has  Ix^en  paid  the  one- 
half  his  pension,  to  which  his  wife  has  duly  established  her  legal  title,  the  amount 
thus  erroneously  i>aid  him  should  l)e  withheld  from  his  accruing  i>ension  and 
paid  to  the  wife  under  the  j>rovision  of  the  act  of  March  3,  18t)9,  subje<*t  ti>  the 
limitation  of  Rule  16  of  Practice. 

AHulntayit  Sfcrrfary  M.  W.  Miller  to  the  Connnhalonrr  of  Pomonn^ 

April  ir>,  1003. 

Mary  Jane  Tilton  appealed,  February  10,  1903,  from  the  Bureau 
action  of  January  14,  1903,  rejecting  her  elaim,  filed  February  10, 
1902,  for  one-half  the  pension  of  Richard  Tilton,  a  pensioner,  under 
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certificate  No.  525242,  on  the  ground  that  ^'pensioner  is  not  an  inmate 
of  a  Soldiers'  Home  and  desertion  is  not  alleged." 

Claimant  (the  appellant)  assigns  as  error  that  at  the  date  she  filed 
her  said  application  and  for  a  long  time  thereafter  pensioner  was  an 
inmate  of  a  Soldiers'  Home  at  Danville,  111. ;  that  in  her  said  applica- 
tion she  alleged  that  he  left  and  went  away  from  her  to  Soldiei-s' 
Homo,  or  words  to  that  eflFect;  that  when  he  returned  from  the  Soldiei's" 
Home,  many  months  after  she  filed  her  application,  he  signed  and 
acknowledged  an  agreement  that  she  should  be  paid  one-half  his  pen- 
sion from  January  4,  1902;  that  she  has  now  filed  an  amended  or  sup- 
plemental declaration  alleging  and  sustaining  by  proof  that  pensioner 
not  onl}'  deserted  her,  but  that  he  has  remained  away  and  has  ever 
since  refused  to  assist  her;  and  that  in  view  of  these  facts  said  Bureau 
action  was  wrong. 

The  appeal  was  considered  in  part  March  12,  1903,  when  the  papers 
were  returned  for  a  further  report,  stating  fully  the  grounds  upon 
which  the  claim  of  appellant  wa^  rejected,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  at 
the  date  she  filed  her  application  for  one-half  her  husband's  pension 
under  the  third  proviso  of  said  act  of  March  3,  1899,  he  is  shown  to 
have  been  an  inmate  of  a  National  Home  and  so  continued  for  over 
three  months  thereafter.  Attention  was  also  invited  to  the  depart- 
mental decision  in  the  case  of  Livengood  v,  Linengood  (13  P.  D.,  134), 
and  Adams  v,  Adams  (12  P.  D.,  370). 

The  Bureau,  in  response,  on  March  30,  1903,  reported  as  follows: 

The  claim  of  the  wife  was  filwl  February  10,  1902,  under  the  thinl  proviso  of  the 
act  of  March  3,  1899,  alleging  residence  in  the  National  Home  as  a  basia  for  the  claim. 

Under  present  i)ractice  in  claims  of  this  character  the  order  Rus{)ending  one-half  of 
soldier's  pension  would  have  issued  as  soon  as  the  claim  was  accepted — i.  e.,  s«i  soon 
as  a  prima  fa<!ie  ca*»e  has  l)een  presented  to  the  Bureau;  and  the  claimant's  right  to 
one-half  of  the  soldier's  jjension  during  his  residence  in  the  Home  would  follow  as  a 
natural  result,  l)oth  of  law  and  practice. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  under  the  practice  of  the  period  it  was  filed,  the  claim  was 
accei)tcHl  without  a  i)rima  facne  showing  of  title,  and  this  status  did  not  obtain  until 
long  after  pensioner's  dischargci  from  the  Home,  nor  was  there  any  suspcnsi(»n  of 
one-half  the  pension,  the  rule  not  having  l)een  in  opf»nition  and  was  not  applie<l  to 
this  case  until  the  order  issued  May  27,  1902,  one  <lay  l)efore  the  <lis(»hai^e  of  the 
pensioner  from  the  Home,  resulting  in  a  nullity  so  far  as  its  effect  was  concerned. 

Had  the  onier  of  susi)ension  l)een  pro])erly  issue<l  to  the  governor  of  the  Home  it 
would  have  covered  the  iKTio<l  sul)se<juent  to  January  4,  1902,  and  up  to  May  28, 
1902,  date  of  s<:)ldier's  discharge  from  the  Home;  but  as  an  offset,  had  the  claim  l)een 
held  in  al)eyance  until  a  ]>rima  facie  ca<»e  had  lx3en  i^tablished,  it  would  not  have 
heen  accepte<l  at  any  time  prior  t-o  soldier's  discharge  from  the  Home. 

This  l)eing  a  claim  under  the  third  i)rovis«)  of  the  act,  it  is  held  that  payments  to 
the  wife  can  only  Ixi  made  by  the  trt»a<«un»r  of  the  Home.  Under  this  construction  of 
the  statute,  in  the  case  at  bar,  it  would  have  setmiecl  inconsistent  to  have  advisetl  the 
claimant  that  her  claim  was  admitted  and  order  the  treasurer  to  pay  her  (me-half  of 
the  soldier's  pension  during  the  pendency  of  her  claim  while  he  was  an  inmate  of 
the  Home,  when  it  was  a  patent  fact  that  the  treasurer  ha<l  no  funds  from  which  to 
make  payment,  and  to  avoid  this  contingency  the  action  of  rejection  was  resorted  to. 
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The  i>ensioner'8  statement,  filed  in  the  Bureau  April  16, 1902,  agreeing  to  a  division 
of  his  pension,  and  noted  in  the  Secretary's  letter,  had  been  observed,  and  attention 
is  invited  to  his  letter,  filed  in  the  Bureau  NovemV^r  24, 1902,  virtually  recalling  the 
action. 

Reverting  to  the  method  of  making  payments  in  claims  of  this  character,  it  may  be 
saiil  that  frequent  embarrassment  arises  in  the  effort  to  pay  claimants  one-half  of 
si^>ldier's  pension  up  to  the  date  of  his  discharge  from  the  Home.  It  is  recognized 
that  the  law  grants  the  beneficiaries  one-half  the  pension  during  residence  in  a  Home, 
but  the  law  is  equally  explicit  in  designating  the  source  from  which  payments  shall 
be  made,  and  the  Bureau  has  t)een  unable  to  reconcile  with  the  law  any  change  in 
practice  which  would  permit  the  pension  agents  to  pay  the  Ijeneficiaries  any  amount 
that  might  be  due  them  in  cases  where  the  treasurer  has  no  funds  to  jmy  them. 

The  Department  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  Bureau  action  appealed 
from  was  unwarranted  and  unauthorized  and  not  responsive  to  the 
issue  presented.  The  question  involved  in  claimant's  application  was 
whether  pensioner  was,  at  the  date  she  filed  her  said  application,  Feb- 
ruary 10,  1902,  and  subsequent  thereto,  an  inmate  of  a  Soldiers'  Home. 
The  Bureau  adjudication  that  he  was  not  an  inmate  on  January  14, 
1903,  was  therefore  not  responsive  to  the  question  presented  or  deter- 
minative of  her  right  under  the  law. 

Claimant  does  not  derive  her  title  to  one-half  her  husband's  pension 
through  the  treasurer  of  the  National  Soldiers'  Home  in  which  he  may 
reside,  but  from  the  mandiitory  substance  of  the  grant,  which  provides: 
That  if  any  resident  pensioner  of  the  United  States  is  or  shall  become 
an  inmate  of  a  National  Soldiers'  Home,  one-half  of  the  pension  drawn 
in  his  behalf  or  to  which  he  may  become  entitled  during  his  residence 
therein,  shall  be  paid  to  such  pensioner's  wife,  she  being  in  necessitous 
circumstances  and  a  woman  of  good  moral  character,  on  the  order  of 
the  Commissioner  of  Pensions.  The  provision  that  such  money  is  to  be 
paid  "  by  the  treasurer  of  that  institution  to  such  pensioner's  wife," 
like  may  similar  provisions  in  statutes  intended  to  promote  method, 
system,  and  uniformity  in  the  modes  of  proceedings,  the  compliance 
or  noncompliance  with  which,  while  affecting  the  remedy  or  mode  of 
procedure,  in  no  respect  affects  the  rights  of  the  parties,  may  be 
considered  directory.  In  construing  a  statute  of  doubtful  meaning 
the  intention  of  Congress  may  be  Jiscertained  from  the  occasion  and 
necessity  of  the  law,  from  the  mischief  felt  and  the  object  and  remedy 
sought  to  be  applied,  and  the  intention  is  to  be  taken,  or  presumed 
accoixling  to  what  is  consonant  with  reason  and  good  discretion. 

As  stated  by  Justice  Bronson,  cited  in  1  Kent's  Commentiu'ies  (12 
Ed.)  paragraph  402,  page  525: 

The  current  of  authority  Ls  in  favor  of  reading  statutes  acrortling  to  the  natural 
and  most  obvious  import  of  t!ie  language,  without  resorting  U)  subth^  and  f  -fod 
eonstnirtionfl,  for  the  i)uriM)H<*  of  either  limiting  or  extending  their  oiK^ation. 

The  act  of  March  3,  lSJ>t),  makes  th(3  treasurer  a  disl)ursing  oilicer, 
subject  to  the  order  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  for  the  purpose 
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of  paying  to  the  wife  of  a  pensioner  one-half  his  pension  acH-niiniif  and 
owing  to  him  during  his  residence  in  the  Home.  The  acts  of  the  treas- 
urers, like  the  acts  of  the  United  States  i)ension  agents  as  di.shui>>ing 
officers,  in  this  regard,  are  mere  incidents  or  agencies  to  ena])le  the 
Commissioner  to  transmit  to  those  entitled  thereto  the  moneys  due  on 
the  pension. 

A  treasurer  who,  being  in  possession  of  the  funds  indicated  bv  the 
sUitute  and  wlio  should  neglect  or  refuse  to  make  payment  to  the  wife 
after  being  duly  ordered  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  would  sub- 
ject himself  to  censure,  and  perhaps  punishment  or  removal  from 
office,  yet  his  neglect,  failure,  or  refusal  would  not  impair  the  validity 
of  the  wife's  title.  Payment  by  the  treasurer  is  not  a  condition  prece- 
dent to  her  right  of  recovery  nor  a  limitation  as  to  the  method  which 
excludes  all  other  modes  of  payment.  The  maxim  expressio  unius  est 
exclusio  alterius  does  not  apply,  and  the  provision  that  the  payment 
should  be  made  by  the  treasurer  was  not  intended  to  limit  the  power 
of  the  Commissioner  or  to  take  from  him  the  discretionary  power 
granted  him  by  the  act  of  August  8,  1882.  This  act,  which  was  an 
amendment  to  section  4760,  Revised  Statutt^s,  provides  that — 

Payiiiente  in  jwrsc^n  shall  l)e  made  the  pensioner  in  cash  by  the  ix^nsion  ag(*nt 
whenever  in  the  discretion  of  the  (>)nmii8sioner  of  Pensions  such  ]>ersonal  payini^nt 
shall  ])C  by  him  deemed  neccHsary  or  proi)er  to  secure  to  the  inmsioner  his  rights. 

Said  act  is  to  be  construed  with  the  act  of  March  3,  ISIMJ,  in  j>ari 
materia.     (Adams  v.  Adams,  12  P.  D.,  370-377.) 

A  claimant's  right,  under  the  act  of  March  3,  l8t)J).  is  no  more 
dependent  upon  the  treasurer  of  a  National  Home  than  upon  the  pen- 
sioner who  seeks  to  defeat  pa3'ment  to  her  of  one-half  his  pension  by 
neglecting  or  refusing  to  execute  his  quaiterly  vouchers.  To  hold 
otherwise  would  place  it  in  the  power  of  a  pensioner  to  wholly  defeat 
the  o}>ject  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  as  he  could  leave  the  Home 
just  before  the  quarterly  pay  day,  return  after  he  had  drawn  his  pen- 
sion, and  again  reenter  a  Home  and  again  leave  before  the  time  for 
drawing  his  next  quarterly  pay'ment.  Or,  assuming  that  his  payment 
at  the  Home  dei)ended  upon  his  muster  for  pay,  he  could  evade  pay- 
ment by  refusing  to  nuister. 

It  was  held  by  Assistant  Secretary  F.  L.  Campbell,  November  (>, 
1902,  in  the  case  of  Lake  t\  Lake  (13  P.  I).,  22),  that  a  claimant's 
right,  when  duly  adjudicated,  to  one-half  her  husband's  pension,  does 
not  depend  upon  hi«  execution  of  his  voucher. 

In  that  case  the  United  States  j^ension  agent  who  refused  claimant 
one  half  her  hus])and's  pension  because  he  had  not  executed  his  quar- 
terly voucher,  and  in  the  case  under  consideration  the  treasurer  of 
the  Home,  who  made  payment  of  pension  money  to  the  pensioner 
which  by  law  belong(»(l  to  the  claimant,  were  acting  in  good  faith,  and 
both  were  justified  in  their  actions,  the  pension  agent  being  justified 
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by  an  order  of  the  Bureau,  and  the  treasurer  l)ecause  the  Bureau  had 
failed  to  issue  an  order  to  suspend  paj^ment  of  one-half  of  the  pension 
involved  pending  the  question  as  to  claimant's  title  thereto  until  the 
day  before  pensioner  left  the  Home.  The  Bureau  notice  was  not 
received  by  the  treasurer  of  the  Home  until  after  pensioner  had  bcv^n 
paid  the  pension  due  him  during  his  residence  therein  and  had  left  the 
Home.  While,  therefore,  pensioner  has  passed  be^^ond  the  control  of 
the  Home,  and  has  been  paid  money  which  of  right  should  have  been 
|>aid  to  the  claimant,  it  does  not  follow  that  she  can  not  be  reimbursed 
therefor.  The  Bureau  and  this  Department  still  have  exclusive  juris- 
diction of  the  parties  and  the  subject-matter  in  controversy,  and  ade- 
quate power  to  correct  the  error  so  long  as  the  pensioner  is  alive  and 
in  receipt  of  his  pension.  The  same  reasons  which  require  the  repay- 
ment to  the  pensioner  of  moneys  illegally  withheld  from  him  and  paid 
to  the  wife  (Rothery  v.  Rothery,  11  P.  D.,  77;  Richards  v.  Richards, 
ibid,  90;  Henry  N.  Rothery,  ibid,  255;  Kilmer  ^^  Kilmer,  13  P.  D., 
270),  apply  equally  to  the  wife  where  moneys  have  been  illegally  with- 
held from  her  and  paid  to  the  i)ensioner.  (Cooper  v.  Cooper,  12  P.  D., 
lf;8;  Adams  v.  Adams,  ibid,  370-378;  Medley  v.  Medley,  ibid,  490; 
Filones  v.  Filones,  ibid,  237,  and  Livengood  i\  Livcngood,  13  P.  D., 
134,  and  Lake  v.  Lake,  ibid,  22.) 

The  Department  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  provision  in  the  third 
proviso  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  that  one-half  the  pension  *' shall 
be  paid  by  the  treasurer"  is  limited  to  those  cases  where  the  treasurer 
of  a  National  Soldiers'  Home  has  in  his  possession  funds  from  which 
the  payment  ordered  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  can  be  made, 
and  if  for  any  reason  the  treasurer  has  no  such  funds,  and  the  pen- 
sioner has  ceased  to  be  an  inmate  of  the  Home,  then  the  one-half  of 
the  pension  to  which  claimant  under  said  act  is  shown  to  be  entitled 
should  be  withheld  from  future  accruing  pension  and  paid  claimant 
r)y  the  United  States  pension  agent  under  the  direction  of  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Pensions. 

Therefore,  where  through  administrative  error  or  mistake  the  pen- 
sioner has  been  paid  the  one-half  of  his  pension  to  which  his  wife  had 
duly  established  her  legal  title,  the  amount  thus  erroneously  paid  him 
should  be  withheld  from  his  accruing  pension  and  paid  to  the  wife 
under  the  provision  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  subject  to  the  limita- 
tion of  rule  16  of  Practice. 

As  the  rejection  of  this  case  upon  the  ground  stated  was  not  respon- 
sive to  the  question  involved,  and  the  conclusion  reached  by  the  Bureau 
as  to  the  construction  of  the  third  proviso  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1899, 
not  being  sustained  by  this  Department,  said  Bureau  action  appealed 
from  is  reversed  and  the  papers  in  the  case  are  herewith  returned  with 
instructions  to  readjudicate  said  claim  in  harmony  with  the  depart- 
mental construction  of  said  act. 
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MARRIAGE— INDIANS— I^EGITIMACY— WIDOW. 

Minor  of  Rabbit  Bunch. 

Marriages  according  to  tribal  custom  are  valid  in  the  Cherokee  Nation  of  Indians,  and 
according  to  such  custom  no  form,  rite,  or  ceremony  is  essential  to  the  validity 
of  such  marriages,  the  mere  taking  up  and  living  together  as  husband  and  wife 
of  a  man  and  a  woman,  neither  having  a  fonner  wife  or  husband  living,  being 
sufficient  to  constitute  such  relation  a  customary  marriage. 

The  evidence  herein  shows  this  claimant's  parents  were  marrie<l  according  to  said 
tril>al  custom,  and  that  she  is  the  soldier's  legitimate  child,  but  as  the  widow,  her 
mother,  is  yet  living,  and  has  not  forfeited  her  pensionable  status,  api)ellant  has 
no  title  to  pension,  and  her  claim  was  properly  rejecteil  on  tliis  ground. 

Asitistant  Secrcta?^i/  21,   W,  Miller  to  the  Commiiislaner  of  Penifwus^ 

Ai^rU  15,  1903. 

On  February  20,  1903,  the  papers  in  this  claim,  No.  518888,  filed 
by  Rel)ecca  Bunch  July  2,  1891,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  18t)0,  as 
minor  child  of  Rabbit  Bunch,  formerly  of  Company  K,  Third  Indian 
Home  Guards,  and  deceased  May  9, 1891,  were  returned  to  the  Bureau 
of  Pensions  with  the  following  letter  directing  special  examination  as 
to  the  existence  in  fact  and  the  validity  of  Cherokee  Indian  tribal  or 
customary  marriages  generally  and  of  such  alleged  marriage  herein 
particularly: 

The  CoMMissioNEK  OF  Pensions. 

Sir:  This  is  a  motion,  filed  June  24,  1902,  for  reconsideration  of  departmental 
decisions  of  August  18,  1894,  February  27,  1895,  and  May  23,  1902,  each  affirming 
the  rejection  in  March,  1894,  of  a  claim  for  minor's  pension  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  rejected  on  the  stated  ground  of  "no  title,  as  claimant  would  be  entitled 
only  as  supplemental  to  widow's  claim  herewith  rejected;  also,  that  under  provisions 
of  seittion  4705,  Revised  Statut<?s,  the  child  can  not  l)e  considered  as  legitimate  child 
of  soldier;"  he  and  claimant's  mother  not  having  cohabited  to  date  of  his  death, 
which  latter  ground  only  was  that  upon  which  rejection  was  affirine<l  by  the  Dejiart- 
ment  in  said  decisions,  and  which  ground  it  is  contended  strenuously  in  this  n.v;tion 
is  improper,  and  that  the  claimant  is  pensionable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
said  section  4705,  Ix'caiLse  legitimate  under  the  laws  of  the  Cherokee  Nation,  of 
which  her  parents  were  members  and  of  which  she  also  is  a  member. 

The  rejecticm  of  this  claim  under  said  section  4705  and  the  affinnance  thereof  on 
August  18,  1894,  by  the  Department  appear  to  have  been  in  accordance  with  the 
<lepartmental  practice  at  that  time.  Subsequently,  however,  the  Department  held 
that  said  section  is  not  applicable  in  claims  under  said  act.  (Polly  Ann  Chulaska 
Sinla,  7  P.  D.,  353;  Eliza  J.  Kllis,  12  P.  D.,  159.) 

The  prior  decisions  herein,  therefore,  are  hereby  recalknl  and  canceled,  and  the 
claim  will  l)e  ccmsidered  on  its  merits  under  the  laws  of  the  place  (the  Cherokee 
Nation)  where  the  parties  re8i<leil  at  the  time  of  marriage,  which  laws  alone  deter- 
mine the  question  of  marriage  and  legitimacy  herein,  as  provided  by  the  act  of 
AugiLst  7,  1882.     (Minor  of  Jack  Redbird,  12  P.  D.,  517.) 

The  evidence  shows  this  claimant's  mother,  Rel)ecca,  an<l  the  soldier  **took  up" 
with  each  other  al)out  the  clo.«e  of  the  war  of  the  rel)ellion  an<l  live<l  together  until 
the  early  part  of  187S,  wlien  he  left  her  because  he  could  not  longer  stand  her  tem- 
per, as  he  told  onq  witness,  and  soon  after  "took  up"  with  another  woman,  Jennie, 
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with  whom  he  lived  until  his  death,  and  to  whom,  ahout  a  year  Ijefore  his  death,  he 
was  formally  married,  as  shown  of  record,  because,  she  says,  they  concluded  "it 
would  be  better"  if  they  were  **lawfully  married." 

It  is  stated  that  this  '*  taking  un"  was  marriage  according  to  the  Indian  tribal 
custom.  The  first  alleged  wife  appears  to  have  been  universally  recognized  during 
the  thirteen  years  of  their  cohabitation  as  the  soldier's  lawful  wife,  and  no  question 
appears  to  have  ever  been  raised  as  to  the  validity  of  their  ostensible  relations.  She 
had  three  children  by  him.  No  formal  divorce  appears  ever  to  have  been  had 
between  her  and  soldier.  She,  after  he  left  her,  '*took  up"  with  another  man, 
whom  she  soon  left,  and  then  *'took  up"  with  a  second  man,  with  whom  she  is  yet 
living.  He  had  several  children  also  by  Jennie,  who  states  she  was  recognized  by 
the  court  of  the  Cherokee  Nation,  in  administering  his  estate,  as  his  widow  and  the 
estate  distributed  to  her  as  such  and  to  all  of  his  children,  both  those  by  her  and 
those  by  Rebecca. 

Claims  for  pension  as  widow  have  been  filed  both  by  Rebecca  and  by  Jennie,  the 
former  filing  on  July  13,  1897,  and  the  latter  on  July  2,  1891,  both  claims  under  the 
act  of  June  27, 1890.  Rebecca's  claim  stands  rejected  in  January,  1898,  on  the  ground 
that  she  is  not  the  soldier's  widow,  and  Jennie's  in  March,  1894,  on  the  ground  she 
was  not  dependent.  A  claim  by  the  soldier  which  was  pending  at  his  death  appears 
to  be  yet  unadjudicatcd. 

As  seen  from  the  decisions  cited  in  Minor  ot  Jack  Redbird,  supra,  Indian  tribal  or 
customary  marriages  have  l^een  held  by  the  courts  to  have  been  valid  for  the  purjwse 
of  legitimating  offspring.  AVhether  this  early  form  of  marriage  was,  in  fact,  in  such 
general  usage  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  marriages  herein  as  to  make  them  valid  is 
not  shown,  except  indirectly  by  the  evidence  that  these  marriages  were  in  accord- 
ance with  this  custom  and  that  Rebecca  was  recognized  as  a  lawful  wife  during  her 
and  the  soldier's  cohabitation  and  api)ellant  as  his  legitimate  child. 

If  this  custom  was  then  in  force,  a  marriage  in  accordance  therewith  was  unques- 
tionably valid,  as  held  in  said  decision  in  Minor  of  Jack  Redbird,  supra,  and  a 
remarriage  of  either  party  without  a  divorce  by  a  proper  court  having  been  first 
procured,  as  held  in  Lucinda  Ross  (12  P.  D.,  474),  would  be  void,  section  94  of  the 
Constitution  and  Laws  of  the  Cherokee  Nation  in  force  in  1878  providing  that  **no 
marriage  shall  be  contracted  whilst  either  of  the  i)arties  has  a  husband  or  wife  living; " 
and  section  99,  that  *  *  all  marriages  which  are  herein  prohibited  on  account  of  *  *  * 
either  of  them  having  a  former  husband  or  wife  then  living  shall  \>e  absolutely  void 
in  this  nation  without  any  judgment  of  divorce  or  other  legal  proceeding." 

The  finding  of  the  Cherokee  court  that  Jennie  is  the  soldier's  widow  is  not  binding 
upon  this  Department  in  the  adjudication  of  this  claim  (Mary  J.  Storms,  10  P.  D., 
192),  but  the  question  of  marriage  herein  iimst  be  deteimined  directly  by  the  Depart- 
ment from  all  the  facts,  as  shown  by  the  evidence,  tending  to  prove  or  disprove  a 
marriage,  the  validity  of  which,  however,  must  be  determined  by  the  **laws"  of 
said  nation,  as  provided  by  said  act  of  August  7,  1882. 

Customs  long  established  are  as  much  laws  as  those  laws  which  are  containe<l  in 
the  statute  books,  and  are  held  by  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  to  he  included 
within  that  term.     (Strothers  r.  Lucas,  12  Pet.,  410;  U.  S.  r.  Arre<londo,  6  Pet.,  715.) 

The  evidence  as  to  the  alleged  customary  marriage  of  claimant's  parents  is  not 
sufficient  upon  which  to  decide  the  question,  either  as  to  whether  such  a  marriage 
existed  in  this  case  or  as  to  whether  such  marriages  were  valid  at  the  time  of  said 
alleged  marriage  herein.  The  decisions  as  to  their  validity  cited  in  the  case  of  Minor 
of  Jack  Redbird,  supra,  were  rendered  prior  to  the  alleged  marriage  in  this  case,  at 
which  time  there  existed  a  written  law  as  to  marriage  which  apparently  did  not  exist 
at  the  times  of  the  marriages  passed  upon  in  said  decisions,  and  which  may  or  may 
not  have  abrogated  the  old  customary  marriage  held  in  said  decisions  to  have  been 
then  valid. 

P.  D.— VOL.  13—02 24 


370  DECISIONS   RELATING    TO    PENSIONS. 

The  national  council  on  October  24,  1855,  enacted  that: 

"All  regular  ministers  of  the  gospel  of  every  denomination  having  the  care  of  souls, 
and  all  judges  of  the  nation,  are  hereby  authorized  and  empowered  to  solemnize  the 
rites  of  matrimony  acconling  to  the  rites  and  ceremonies  of  their  respective  churches, 
and  all  such  marriages  shall  be  deemed  lawful." 

This  law  does  not  declare  that  all  marriages  or  that  any  marriage  shall  be  solem- 
nized as  therein  provided,  or  that  any  marriage  not  so  sc^lemnized  shall  l>e  void,  or 
that  marriage  may  not  be  otherwise  contractetl;  and  on  the  principle  stated  in 
Meister  v.  Moore  (90  U.  S.,  76),  and  likewise  that  stated  in  Minor  of  Jack  Reiibinl, 
sUpra,  it  would  seem  clear  that  as  a  matter  of  general  law  a  tribal  customary  niarriage 
would  be  valid  notwithstanding  a  failure  to  solenmize  it  in  aa;ordance  with  thin 
written  law,  if  it  were  valid  otherwise  in  said  nation. 

Furthermore,  CJongress,  on  May  2,  1890,  in  an  act  to  provide  a  temjwrary  govern- 
ment for  the  Territory  of  Oklahoma,  etc.,  provided  (sec.  38,  20  Stat.  L.,  p.  98)  that: 

**A11  marriages  heretofore  contracted  under  the  laws  or  tribal  customs  of  any 
Indian  nation  now  located  in  the  Indian  Territory  are  hereby  declared  valid,  and 
the  issue  of  such  marriages  shall  be  deemed  legitimate  and  entitled  to  all  inheritances 
of  property  or  other  rights,  the  same  as  in  the  case  of  the  issue  of  other  forms  of 
lawful  marriage." 

Just  what,  if  any,  force  this  statute  may  have  in  the  adjudication  of  this  claim 
need  not  now  be  deteriiiineii,  as  the  claim  can  not  pro|)erly  lie  decided  without  a  full 
showing  of  the  facts  as  to  whether  the  usage  under  the  original  tribal  custom  was 
continued,  and,  if  so,  to  what  extent,  after  the  passage  of  the  written  law  referR*<l 
to,  and  the  claim  must  be  remamled  therefore  for  ascertainment  of  such  facts  before 
deciding  this  case. 

The  papers  are  returned  accordingly  for  a  special  examination  with  refereni'e 
especially  (1)  to  whether  such  tribal  custom  of  marriage  was  in  usage,  and,  if  so,  to 
what  extent,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  marriage  Ixitween  this  claimant's  parents; 
(2)  what  said  custom  or  usage  was  as  to  ceremony,  rite,  or  other  form  of  solemniza- 
tion, if  any;  and  (3)  whether  such  ceremony,  rite,  or  other  form  of  solemnization 
was,  in  fact,  observed  in  the  case  of  the  alleged  marriage  herein. 

In  procuring  this  evidence  as  to  the  alleged  custom,  particular  care  shouhl  Ik? 
obser\'ed  to  secure  the  direct  testimony  of  witnesst*s  who  have  personal  knowledge 
as  to  the  usage  of  the  tribe  with  reference  to  such  marriages,  and  not  those  who  have 
merely  hearsay  knowledge  as  to  it;  also  to  secure  their  particular  statements  as  to 
the  particular  acts  performed  in  and  constituting  any  ceremony,  rite,  or  form  use<l 
in  such  marriages,  and  as  to  whether  such  acts  were  in  fact  jKirformed  in  the  case  of 
the  allege<l  customary  marriage  herein. 

Said  examination  should  include  also  an  investigation  on  similar  lines  as  to  any 
existing  custom  since  1878  of  divorce  from  marriage;  also  as  to  the  finding  of  tlie 
court  administering  the  soldier's  esUite,  what,  if  any,  evidence  of  the  allege<l  tiret 
marriage  and  of  divorce  therefrom  was  then  Injfore  the  court,  and  upon  what  other 
evidence,  if  any,  such  finding  was  based.  The  si)ecial  examiner  shoidd  endeavor 
to  secure  the  facts  in  these  matters,  and  not  conclusions,  inferences,  or  beliefs,  mert»ly, 
of  witnesses;  and  important  witnesses  as  to  the  alleginl  custom  would  be  Indian  agents 
and  attorneys;  and  the  commission  to  negotiate  with  the  Five  Civilize<i  Trilxsj 
(known  as  the  "Dawes  Commissi<m ")  could,  doubtless,  also  furnish  accurate  informa- 
tion upon  the  matter. 

The  papers  are  now  retmnsinitted  with  your  report  that  said  minor's 
claim  now  stands  rejected  on  the  sole  ground  that  the  widow  has  prior 
title;  new  brief -faces  in  the  seveml  claims  showing  Rebecca,  appel- 
lant's mother,  had  been  accepted  as  the  soldier's  widow. 

The  testimony  taken  on  said  special  examination  shows  conclusively 
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that  customary  or  tribal  marriages  have  been,  from  time  immemorial, 
and  3^et  are  in  usage  and  in  force  in  the  Cherokee  Nation,  notwith- 
standing the  statute  law  as  to  celebration  of  marriage  referred  to  in 
the  above-quoted  letter;  and  that  no  particular  form,  rite,  or  ceremony 
was  or  is  essential  in  such  customary  or  tribal  marriage,  which  is  com- 
plete on  mere  ''taking  up"  with  each  other  of  a  man  and  a  woman  as 
husband  and  wife.  These  facts  are  testified  to  by  the  present  prin- 
cipal chief  of  the  Cherokee  Nation,  by  an  attorney  of  several  years' 
practice  in  the  courts,  and  by  several  members  of  the  nation,  all  of 
whom  are  vouched  for  as  entirely  credible  and  trustworthy  witnesses, 
and  are  shown  to  have  ))een  in  a  position  to  know  personall}'^  of  the 
facts  testified  to. 

These  witnesses  testify  also  that,  while  customary  marriages  are  still 
in  force  in  the  nation,  customar}^  divorces  are  not,  and  that  since  the 
statute  law  of  divorce  Avas  enacted  that  has  been  recognized  as  the  only' 
legal  means  of  dissolution  of  any  marriage.  By  sections  94  and  99  of 
the  constitution  and  laws  of  the  Cherokee  Nation  in  force  in  1878,  av^ 
remarriage  while  a  former  husband  or  wife  is  living  is  '' absolutely 
void  in  this  nation  without  any  judgment  of  divorce  or  other  legal 
proceeding.'' 

As  to  the  facts  in  the  present  case,  it  is  shown  by  the  unanimous 
testimony  of  the  witnesses  that  the  soldier  and  appellant's  mother, 
Kebecca,  ''took  up"  and  lived  with  each  other  in  the  tri])al  relation  of 
marriage,  and  continued  so  to  coha})it  until  late  in  the  fall  of  1877  or 
early  in  1S78,  when  he  left  her  for  no  known  cause,  and  took  up  with 
said  Jennie,  to  whom  he  was  formally  married  shortly  before  his  death. 
He  left  no  estate  and  no  probate  proceedings  as  to  any  estate  were  ever 
had.. 

Upon  these  facts,  and  under  the  laws  of  the  Cherokee  Nation,  the 
commissioner  has  properly  held  that  there  was  a  valid  marriage  to 
appellant's  mother  subsisting  at  soldier's  death,  that  his  marriage  to 
Jennie  was  void  under  said  laws,  that  appelhmt's  mother  is  his  widow, 
and  that  appellant  is  his  legitimate  chikl. 

It  was  also  properly  held  that  appellant  has  no  pensiona})le  status 
under  the  appealed  claim,  there  being  no  proof  that  the  soldier's  widow, 
her  mother,  has  forfeited  pension  under  either  the  act  of  August  7, 
1S82,  or  section  4706  of  the  Revised  Statutes.  While  it  is  admitted 
said  widow  took  up  and  lived  with  two  different  men  after  the  soldier 
left  her  in  1877  or  1878,  it  is  shown  })y  clear  proof  that  her  coha])ita- 
tion  with  these  other  men  ended  about  1885  or  188t),  long  prior  to  his 
death,  and  since  its  cessation  she  has  lived  with  her  mother.  There  is 
no  law  making  a  wife's  adulterous  cohabitation  prior  to  the  soldier's 
death  a  bar  to  pension  as  his  widow.  And  it  is  not  shown  that  appel- 
lant's mother  is  an  unfit  person  to  have  her  care  and  custody.  While 
her  mother'*s  cohabitation  with  other  men  during  the  soldier's  life  was 
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adulterous  in  character,  it  appears  to  have  been  in  accordance  with  the 
loose  practice  of  the  time  in  the  nation  among  such  people,  and  can 
not  be  judged  by  civilized  standards  of  living.  Since  its  cessation  she 
has  lived  chastely,  and  it  ended  long  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  appealed 
claim,  so  that  it  c*an  not  properly  or  justly  be  held  as  evidence  of  her 
unfitness  to  have  the  care  and  custody  of  appellant,  who  has,  in  fact, 
been  living  with  her  grandmother  since  her  fifth  year.  As  a  minor 
child  has  no  title  to  pension  during  a  widow's  life  otherwise  than  as 
provided  in  said  section  4706,  or  on  forfeiture  of  widow's  title  under 
the  act  of  August  7,  1882  (Minor  of  Alfred  S.  Hamilton,  7  P.  D.  437), 
rejection  of  the  appealed  claim  is  aflSrmed  on  that  ground.     , 
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paralysis  of  the  insane. 
Hannah  L.  Hawke  (Widow). 

The  cause  aseigtied  for  the  soldier's  death  on  January  14,  1900,  was  "cerebral  soften- 
ing." Sometime  prior  to  his  deatli  a  claim  for  increase,  signed  by  mark,  was 
filed  in  his  behalf  in  which  it  wasallege<l  that  he  was  suffering  from  "progressive 
softening  of  the  brain,"  due  to  the  naso-pharyngeal  intarrh  and  resulting  deaf- 
ness, for  which  he  was  pensioniKi.  At  the  medical  examination  lield  there- 
under, June  12,  1899,  it  developed  that  he  was  suffering  from  the  condition 
known  as  ** general  paralysis  of  the  insane;"  also  terme<l  ** paralytic  dementia, 
paretic  dementia,  general  paresis,  progressive  jmralysis  of  the  insane."  No  deaf- 
ness was  found  to  exist;  neither  was  there  any  disease  of  the  auditory  ap|)aratU8. 

His  widow  filed  a  claim  for  pensicm  under  the  general  law — based  on  the  alleged 
ground  that  his  death  from  disease  of  brain  was  due  to  his  military  st^rvice,  by 
reason  of  such  death-cause  being  a  result  of  said  {)ensioue<l  disabilities. 

Both  of  these  claims  were  rejectee!,  but  in  neither  instance  was  the  action  taken 
error. 

Extensive  suppurative  conditions  of  the  nose  and  frontal  sinuses,  or  of  the  middle  ears 
and  mastoid  cells,  especially  the  latter,  may  and  frequently  do  cause  abscess  of 
the  brain — the  symptoms,  course,  i^athology,  and  termination  of  which  are  sufii- 
ciently  distinct — as  are,  also,  it^  etiologic  factors — from  those  of  paretic  dementia 
to  make  a  diffennitial  diagnosis  between  such  cerebral  lesions  t^mparatively 
easy.  The  clinical  picture  presented  was  one  of  paretic  dementia  and  not  of 
brain  abscess.  No  deafness  existed,  and  the  disease  of  brain  not  being  a  result  of 
catarrh  he  was  not  entitle<l  to  an  increase  in  rate;  and  the  cause  of  his  death  not 
having  Ixjen  incident  to  his  military  service  in  any  manner  whatever  his  widow 
has  no  title  to  a  {H^nsion  under  the  general  law. 

AssUtiuU  Secretiiry  Jf,    W,  Miller  to  the  Cwinnimumei*  of  Penmons^ 

Ajml  Jo,  1903. 

A  claim  for  pension  under  the  general  hiw  filed  March  10,  1900,  by 
Hannah  L.,  widow  of  Samuel  Hawke,  formerly  a  private  in  the  Six- 
teenth Indiana  Light  Artillery,  was  rejected  June  21,  1901,  on  the 
ground  that  the  soldier's  death  from  "cerebral  softening"  was  not  due 
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to  the  causes  of  disability  for  which  he  was  pensioned,  namely,  "  naso- 
pharyngeal catarrh,  resulting  in  total  deafness  of  right  ear  and  slight 
deafness  of  left  ear."  This  action  was  based  upon  the  medical  aspects 
of  the  case;  and  on  July  5, 1901,  the  following  legal  action  was  spread 
on  another  brief -face: 

Approved  for  rejection  on  the  ground  that  soldier's  death  from  cerebral  softening 
is  not  accepted  as  the  result  of  nasopharyngeal  catarrh,  resulting  in  total  deafness 
of  right  ear  and  slight  deafness  of  left  ear,  for  which  he  was  pensioned  (see  medical 
action  on  preceding  brief  face);  and  there  is  no  record  or  other  evidence  of  origin  in 
service  of  any  disability  which  might  cause  the  fatal  disease. 

Both  the  attorney  and  the  claimant  in  the  case  were  notified  of  such 
actions  on  July  20,  1901,  and  on  July  28,  1901,  an  appeal  therefrom 
was  filed  at  the  Department,  wherein  it  is  contended  that  the  rejection 
of  the  latter's  said  claim  on  the  grounds  .stated  was  error,  as  it  was 
contrary  to  law,  and  to  the  evidence  on  file  as  well. 

There  was  also  filed  on  the  same  date  that  the  appeal  in  the  widow's 
claim  was  entered  an  appeal  from  the  rejection  of  a  claim  for  increase 
that  had  been  filed  by  the  soldier  on  September  10, 1898,  some  sixteen 
months  prior  to  his  death,  but  which  was  not  adjudicated  until  June 
21,  1901,  about  seventeen  months  subsequent  to  his  demise.  The  sig- 
nature of  the  soldier  to  the  said  application  for  increase  was  by  mark, 
though  he  had  formerly  signed  his  name  in  a  fairly  legible  hand.  He 
was,  however,  on  March  25,  1899,  a  little  more  than  five  months  sub- 
sequent to  the  date  of  filing  said  application,  adjudged  as  of  unsound 
mind  by  the  circuit  court  of  Morgan  County,  Ind.,  and  his  wife, 
Hannah  L.,  was  appointed  as  his  guardian  by  said  court;  but,  inasmuch 
as  she  failed  to  give  bond  in  the  sum  of  $100,  as  required  by  law,  for 
the  faithful  discharge  of  her  duties  as  such  guardian  and  stated  that 
she  was  unable  to  do  so,  her  said  appointment  was  set  aside  and 
adjudged  to  be  null  and  void,  all  of  which  appears  upon  the  records 
of  said  court  according  to  an  excerpt  therefrom  on  file  with  the  papers 
in  the  case.  It  is  also  shown  by  another  exceipt  from  the  records  of 
said  court  that  no  subsequent  proceedings  were  taken  in  the  premises 
looking  to  the  appointment  of  some  other  pei'son  to  succeed  the  w\te 
of  the  soldier  as  his  guardian,  and  that  no  one  was  appointed  as  a 
committee  or  administrator  either  upon  his  person  or  estate,  nor  were 
any  proceedings  with  that  end  in  view  instituted  before  suth  court. 

It  was  alleged  in  the  soldier's  said  application  for  increase  that  he 
was  *' totally  disabled  for  labor"  by  reason  of  the  causes  of  disability 
for  which  he  was  pensioned,  and  that  "said  diseases  had  produced 
progressive  softening  of  the  brain — making  it  necessary  to  have  an 
attendant  almost  constantly  .'^ 

In  the  medical  approval  for  the  rejection  of  this  claim  it  was  held 
that  the  alleged  softening  of  the  bitiin  could  not  be  accepted  as  a  result 
of  the  naso-pharyngeal  catarrh  for  which  the  soldier  was  pensioned. 
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III  the  above-mentioned  appeal  from  the  rejection  of  such  claim  it 
was  contended  that  said  action  was  error,  and  was  contrary  to  law 
and  to  the  evidence  on  file  in  the  case. 

Considering  first  the  last-mentioned  claim,  as  that  claim  emanated 
from  the  soldier,  upon  whose  death  the  other  claim  referred  to  above — 
the  widow's  claim — was,  as  a  matter  of  course,  predicated,  it  is  noted 
that  the  only  material  question  to  be  determined  therein  is  the  alleged 
pathologic  relation  of  the  disease  of  bi'ain  that  was  manifested  at  the 
medical  examination  to  which  he  was  subjected  June  12, 1899,  pursuant 
thereto,  and  the  catarrhal  disease  of  his  nose  and  throat  which  was 
accepted  as  of  service  origin,  and  for  which,  and  the  "deafness'*'* 
resulting  therefrom,  he  was  pensioned,  as  there  was  not  only  no 
increjuse  in  any  ''deafness"  that  may  have  previously  existed,  but 
there  was  not  even  an}^  noticeable  impairment  of  hearing  developed  at 
such  examination.  This  said  medical  examination  was  made  bv  a 
specialist,  and  was  much  more  thorouefh  and  satisfactory  than  either 
of  the  two  board-examinations  that  had  previousl\^  been  made  of 
the  soldier.  The  first  of  these  said  prior  m(?dical  examinations  was 
made  June  17,  1885.  The  claimant  stated  to  the  examining  surgeons 
that  he  had  ''  catarrh  of  the  nose  and  head,  and  loss  of  hearing  to  some 
extent."  The  report  of  the  board  was  to  the  effect  that  he  was 
"slightly  hard  of  hearing;"  and  also  that  there  was  severe  deaf ness  of 
the  right  ear  as  a  result  of  the  total  destruction  of  the  membrana  tym- 
pani  of  that  ear.  It  was  also  reported  that  the  mucous  membrane  of 
the  nose  was  red  and  somewhat  thickened  or  hypeilrophied.  The 
other  board  examination  was  made  May  23,  1SS8,  the  report  of  which 
was,  in  effect,  that  the  pharynx  w^as  "  consideral)ly  inflamed  and  thick- 
ened, and  the  tonsils  somewhat  enlarged;"  that  there  was  "some  con- 
gestion of  tympanum  of  right  ear,"  and  there  was  "slight  deafness  of 
both  ears,  more  marked  in  right  ear."  If  there  was  "some  conges- 
tion "  of  the  right  eardrum  at  this  examination  there  could  not  have 
been  total  destruction  thereof,  as  was  reported  to  have  been  found  at 
the  aforesaid  first  l)oard-examination  made  of  the  soldier.  Notwith- 
standing the  meagerness  and  the  inconsistent  and  conflicting  character 
of  these  said  reports  the  soldier  was,  nevertheless,  allowed  a  pension 
for  "  naso-phary ngeal  catarrh  and  resulting  total  deafness  of  right  ear 
and  slight  deafness  of  left  ear"  at  the  rate  of  $12  per  month  from 
April  1,  1885,  ^l-l  per  month  November  15,  1887,  and  $20  per  month 
from  August  27,  1888.  These  rates  were  such  as  were,  at  the  time  of 
their  allowance,  deemed  adequate  to  the  disabilit}'  due  to  the  degree 
of  deafness  adjudged  as  having  been  shown  in  this  ciLse  as  alx)ve 
described.  That  neither  such  degrees  of  deafness,  nor  indeed  any 
other  pensionable  degree  of  deafness,  and  that  no  destruction,  either 
partial  or  complete,  of  either  membmna  tymimni  existed  in  this  case, 
is  quite  clearly  shown  !)y  the  report  of  the  medical  examination,  the 
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aforesaid  expert  examination  to  which  he  was  subjected  June  12, 1899. 
The  rejwrt  of  this  examination  follows  in  full: 

Condition  of  naso  pharynx,  ears,  etc. — Anterior  and  posterior  nares:  I  observe  a 
$3<^>mewhat  purulent  secretion  coming  down  from  the  upper  part  of  the  posterior 
nares;  in  wiping  this  away  with  a  small  cotton  probang,  I  find  considerable  boggy 
hypertrophy  and  jwlypoid  enlargement  of  the  middle  turbinate  of  the  left  side,  as 
well  as  a  similar  though  not  so  well  marked  condition  of  this  region  in  the  right 
nares.  I  can  not  demonstrate  that  the  i)olypoi(l  growth  is  pediculated,  it  rather 
seems  to  he  sessile,  and  extends  along  the  floor  of  the  meatus  which  lies  between  the 
upper  border  of  the  middle,  and  the  under  border  of  the  suj)erior  turbinate  body. 
The  pus,  which  at  present  is  not  copious,  may  possibly  come  from  the  frontal  sinus. 
The  posterior  rhinoscopic  image  shows  enlargements  and  hypertrophies  high  up  in 
the  nose.  The  uvula  seems  to  have  l)een  ablated  at  the  tip;  the  epiglottis  is  deeply 
curved  laterally. 

Both  Eustachian  tubes  are  pervious;  admit  air  by  the  catheter;  sound  by  inflation 
\9  that  of  dry  middle  ears,  i.  e.,  it  is  not  the  wet  rale  or  the  whistle  we  get  with  per- 
foration and  middle  ear  discharge.  The  membrana  tympani  are  both  somewhat 
fcray  in  the  upi>er  part  of  the  posterior  side;  the  cones  of  light  are  somewhat  smaller 
than  in  health,  but  the  dnnns  are  not  unduly  retracted,  nor  do  I  believe  that  anchy- 
losis exists  in  either  ear.  He  says  that  some  six  weeks  ago  he  put  tur|)entine  in  his 
cars  and  that  after  that  there  was  a  discharge.  Some  soft  exfoliation  now  comes 
away  from  the  external  auditory  canals,  principally  from  the  back  walls.  I  can  not 
demonstrate  any  peHoration  in  either  dnmi. 

Hearing. — This  applicxint  l>eing  somewhat  feeble  in  his  intellect,  and  having  partial 
aphasia,  with  evident  loss  of  memory  for  some  words,  due  prol)ably  to  dementia, 
comes  attemled  by  a  lady  much  younger  than  he,  who  represents  herself  as  his  wife. 
Her  solicitude  makes  it  necessary  for  me  to  separate  the  applicant  from  her  presence, 
when  I  find  his  hearing  to  he  quite  good.  He  is  rational  enough  to  hold  conversa- 
tion, though  occasionally  he  wanders  along  the  borders  of  incoherency.  His  signa- 
ture ( which  see)  on  back  hereof  is  strikingly  characteristic  of  the  form  of  dementia 
which  usually  precedes  the  general  paralysis  of  cerebral  softening.  His  hearing, 
however,  is  at  this  time  more  acute  than  I  expected  to  find  it  until  he  was  examined 
alone  and  his  attention  was  (liverte<l.  Under  thei«  conditions  I  find  him  able  to 
give  a  fairly  connectcnl  account  of  his  disabijity,  broken  occasionally  by  hesitancy, 
stammering,  and  partial  lapses  of  memory,  but  always  in  a  very  low  tone  of  voice. 
He  alsi")  hears  me  fairlv  well  when  I  talk  in  a  low  tone  of  voice  and  with  assurance 
of  confidential  interest  in  him. 

Ileariufj. — Right  ear:  Right  ear  hears  onlinary  tone  of  voice  at  12  feet,  the  left  ear 
being  tightly  closeil  with  finger,  and  eyc»s  shut;  left  ear  hears  onlinary  tone  of  voice 
at  10  feet,  the  right  ear  l)eing  tightly  closed  and  the  eyes  shut. 

Amendment. — Replying  to  instructions  as  to  condition  of  eye-stnictures  and  the 
vision  of  each  eye  after  correcting  ametropia,  I  find  no  apparent  lesions  of  lids,  con- 
junctiva*, corneas,  irides,  or  internal  eye-structures;  pupillary  reflexes  are  good; 
medite  all  clear;  optic  papilla*  possibly  somewhat  pale,  otherwise  normal.  Inquiry 
as  to  this  reveals  that  no  claim  is  made  on  a<*count  of  any  visual  deftn^t.  His  refrac- 
tion is  as  follows: 

O.  I),  and  ().  S.,  with  Sph.  1.50  I).,  v=20/20. 

O.  D.  and  O.  S.,  picks  out  letters  in  Snellen  No.  1.00  D.,  with  Sph.  3.50.  He  can 
read  some,  but  his  reading  is  not  completely  without  incoherency,  on  account  of  his 
loss  of  memory  for  words;  but  he  can,  apparently,  name  all  the  letters  to  which  I 
point  with  the  i>en. 

As  will  be  noted,  and  as  heretofore  stated,  neither  severe,  slight, 
nor  an}'  appreciable  dea,f ness  of  either  ear  was  manifested  at  this  said 
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expert  examination — ordinary  tones  being  readily  heard  at  10  feet 
with  either  ear — ^and,  as  also  before  stated,  both  eardrums  were  intact. 
It  was  also  shown  that  both  Eustachian  tubes  were  pervious,  air  being 
freely  admitted  by  catheterization.  Neither  was  there  any  suppura- 
tion or  other  evidences  of  middle  ear  disease.  A  somewhat  purulent 
secretion  from  the  posterior  nares  was  present,  but  the  pus  was  not 
copious.  The  opinion  was  expressed  that  it  might  possibly  have  come 
from  the  frontal  sinus,  though  it  was  not  shown  that  it  was.  How- 
ever, that  is  a  matter  of  but  little  importance.  A  polypus  was  found 
in  both  nares,  well  developed  on  the  left  side,  but  not  so  well  marked 
on  the  other  side.  These  neoplasms  may  or  may  not  have  been  due 
to  the  chronic  inflammation  of  the  mucous  membrane  of  the  nose  for 
which  the  soldier  was  pensioned  under  the  caption  "  naso-phary ngeal 
catarrh."  It  matters  little,  however,  whether  they  were  or  were  not, 
as  but  little  disability  was  shown  to  be  due  thereto,  and  it  is  a  condi- 
tion which  could  easily  have  been  relieved  by  a  proper  operation. 

It  must  be  quite  dear,  then,  from  the  facts  above  set  forth,  that  not 
only  was  no  title  to  an  increase  in  rate  on  account  of  pensioned  causes, 
per  se,  shown  to  exist  at  the  date  of  the  said  expert  examination,  but 
it  must  be  equally  apparent  that  the  rate  in  the  case  was  greatly  in 
excess  of  that  which  the  conditions  manifested  at  the  examination 
referred  to  warranted.  Inasmuch,  however,  as  the  soldier  died  prior 
to  the  adjudication  of  his  said  claim  for  increase  no  action  looking  to 
the  reduction  of  such  rate  was  taken  in  the  premises,  and  his  widow 
was  paid  his  accrued  pension  in  full. 

Relative  to  the  disease  of  brain  that  was  alleged  as  a  result  of  pen- 
sioned causes,  and  which  was  shown  to  exist  at  the  time  of  the  said 
examination,  it  may  be  said  that  the  character  of  the  cerebral  disease 
then  manifested  was  such  as  to  preclude  its  having  been  caused  in  the 
manner  alleged. 

It  was  alleged  in  the  soldier's  said  application  for  increase  that  he 
was  suffering  from  "progressive  softening  of  the  brain."  The  exam- 
ining surgeon  reported  that  he  was  suffering  from  "  the  form  of 
dementia  which  usually  precedes  the  general  pai'alj'sis  of  cerebral 
softening."  Prior  to  the  date  of  this  examination  he  had  been  an 
inmate  of  a  hospital  for  the  insane. 

"Softening  of  the  brain"  or  "cerebral  softening"  is  a  term  used  to 
indicate  the  condition  known  as  "general  paral3\sis  of  the  insane" — 
other  synonyms  of  which  are  "general  paresis,  paretic  dementia, 
paralj'tic  dementia,  progressive  paralysis  of  the  insane" — the  chief 
exciting  causes  of  which  are  held  by  recognized  authorities  to  be, 
first,  and  prominently  above  all  others,  great  strains  of  the  nervous 
system,  implied  by  overwork,  ov^erexertion,  intense  and  prolonged 
worry,  terrible  disappointments,  serious  and  apparently  hopeless 
reverses  of  fortune — in  short,  all  causes  that  tax  the  intellectual  and 
emotional  faculties  to  the  uttennost;  also,  fright  and  excessive  nervous 
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shock,  ph^^sical  and  psychical  overstrain  or  a  combination  of  both, 
alcoholism,  trauma  of  the  head,  lead  poisoning,  etc.  Among  the  pre- 
disi>o8ing  causes  are  heredity,  time  of  life,  sex,  race,  occupation,  social 
position,  and  the  unmarried  state  (Dercum).  It  is  also  held  that  it  is 
a  disease  of  a  very  gradual  and  progressive  character,  and  that  it  is 
rarely,  if  ever,  due  to  an  acute  illness,  such  "as  fever,  pneumonia,  and 
other^  severe  diseases.  Extension  of  inflammatory  or  suppui^ative 
processes  from  contiguous  parts  are  not  considered  by  neurologists 
to  be  important  factors  in  the  etiology  of  paresis;  yet  it  is  contended 
in  this  case  that  the  disease  in  question  was  caused  by  an  extension 
of  the  catarrh  of  the  soldier's  nose,  which  '*was  of  a  suppurating 
variety,"  to  his  bi-ain.  This,  at  least,  is  the  inference  to  1)0  drawn 
from  the  statements  of  two  physicians  who  testified  in  support  of  the 
widow's  aforesaid  claim  for  pension  in  her  own  right — one  of  whom 
said:  "I  feel  very  certain  that  the  inflammation  in  this  case  was  trans- 
mitted to  the  brain;"  but  the  other  affiant  expressed  no  direct  opinion 
as  to  how  the  disease  of  brain  resulted  from  the  disease  of  nose. 

It  is  quite  clear,  however,  that  these  affiants  have  confounded  the 
disease  of  brain  shown  in  this  case  with  a  condition  that  is  not  infre- 
quently a  result  of  chronic  suppui-ative  disease  of  the  middle  ear, 
namely,  abscess  of  the  brain.  Relativ^e  to  this  said  condition,  Dr. 
Herman  Knapp  says: 

This  severe  affection  is  inducetl  in  the  great  majority  of  cases,  not  by  disease  of 
the  mucous  membrane,  but  by  "disease  of  the  bone  which  almost  always  extends 
to  the  dura  mater.  In  9  per  cent  it  has  been  caused  by  acute,  in  91  i)er  cent  by 
chronic  otitis."    *    *    «    (Komer.) 

The  symptoms  and  course  of  a  brain-abscess  and  of  paretic  dementia, 
respectivel}',  are  such  that  a  differential  diagnosis  between  the  two 
conditions  should  not  be  very  difficult.  The  history  of  this  case  shows 
fairly  well  that  the  soldier  did  have  paretic  dementia  and  not  a  brain 
abscess.  No  well-marked  disease  of  the  frontal  sinus  was  ever  shown 
to  exist,  and  there  was  no  disease  of  the  middle  ear  on  either  side. 
There  could  not,  then,  have  been  a  brain-abscess  as  a  result  of  the 
extension  of  a  suppurative  process  in  either  of  these  regions.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  as  above  stated,  the  disease  of  brain  both  alleged  and 
shown  in  the  premises  was  paretic  dementia.  No  post-moilem  having 
been  held  in  the  case,  the  exact  condition  of  the  brain  was  not  ascer- 
tained; but  the  diagnosis  of  paresis  was,  in  all  probability,  coiTect. 

The  statement  of  one  of  the  witnesses  referred  to  in  regard  to  there 
being  necrosis  of  the  bones  of  the  nose  was  not  borne  out  by  the  con- 
ditions manifested  at  the  said  expert  medical  examination.  Further- 
more, catarrhal  processes  rarely  affect  any  tissues  except  the  mucous 
membranes. 

For  the  reasons  herein  set  forth — perhaps  at  more  length  than  the 
facts  presented  in  the  case  may  have  seemed  to  warrant — it  must  be 
quite  clear  that,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Department,  the  refusal  on 
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the  part  of  the  Bureau  to  accept  the  alleged  disease  of  brain  ns  a  result 
of  the  catarrh  of  nose  and  throat  for  which  the  soldier  was  pensioned 
was  not  error.  The  action  appealed  from  in  that  respect  is,  therefore, 
hereby  affirmed. 

Referring  next  to  the  action  appealed  from  in  the  widow's  claim,  it 
should  be  quite  apparent  that  in  view  of  what  has  been  said  in  the 
consideration  of  the  appeal  in  the  invalid  claim,  there  is  but  little  to 
be  added  thereto  in  the  consideration  of  the  appeal  in  the  former  claim, 
except  to  say  that  the  facts  presented  in  the  case  practically  preclude 
the  possibility  of  the  appellant  being  able  to  establish  the  diseaise  of 
brain  from  w^hich  the  soldier  died  as  otherwise  a  result  of  his  military 
service. 

^  Inasmuch,  then,  as  the  said  cause  of  the  soldier's  death  can  not  be 
accepted  as  a  result  of  the  causes  of  disabilit}'  for  which  he  was  pen- 
sioned, and  was  in  all  probability  not  incident  in  an}'  other  way  to  his 
militar}'  service,  his  widow's  alleged  title  to  a  pension  under  the  gen- 
eral law  has  not  been  established. 

The  rejection  of  her  said  claim  is  therefore  herel)y  affirmed. 

In  addition  to  the  facts  above  set  forth,  it  is  noted  that  a  claim  for 
pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  filed  by  Mrs.  Ilawke  on  Febru- 
ary 14,  1900,  has  not  3'et  been  adjudicated.  It  is  the  desire  of  the 
Department  that  this  claim  shall  receive  early  attention. 


RESTORATIOX— ACT  OV  M AUCII  ;$,  lOOl— TWO  PENSIONS. 

Ann  M.  Hale,  now  BuTTERnAUoii  (w^idow). 

A  widow  i^nsioner  on  account  of  a  second  soldier  husband  may  file  and  prosecute 
a  (rlaiiii  under  the  act  of  Man-h  3,  1901,  for  restoration  to  j)en8ion  on  account  of 
a  i)rior  soldier  hu.sl)and,  and  may  be  restored  under  such  claim  on  surrender 
of  her  present  certificate,  i)ayments  under  which  may  }ye  continued  to  date  of 
issuance  of  (certificate  of  restoration  and  deducted  from  payments  thereunder. 

AfiSff(fa7)t  Sennet ary  M,    W,  MUler^  to  the  Cmnmhsum/n*  of  J^erutimiJi^ 

Ann!  7/7,  190S. 

This  appellant,  Ann  M.  Butterbaugh,  is  now  pensioned,  certificate 
No.  111)82,  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1800,  as  widow  of  William  H.  H. 
Butterbaugh,  who  served  in  the  war  of  the  rel)ellion  as  a  sailor  in  the 
UnitcKl  States  Navy,  and  died  July  6,  1896. 

She  was  fomierly  pensioned,  certificate  No.  432853,  as  widow  of 
Jonathan  Hale,  who  was  a  member,  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion, 
of  Company  C,  Second  Maryland  Infantry,  from  his  death,  February 
20,  1869,  to  her  remarriage  to  said  Butterbaugh,  December  14,  1869, 
and  on  April  16,  1901,  she  filed  this  claim  under  the  act  of  March  3 
1901,  for  restoration  to  the  rolls  as  widow  of  said  Hale,  waiving  in 
her  declaration  her  present  pension,  which  claim  was  rejected  in  June, 
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11)01,  on  the  ground  that  she  is  barred  by  the  proviso  of  said  act  of 
March  3,  liiOl,  from  restoration  thereunder. 

And  on  September  24,  1901,  she  appealed,  contending  that  she  has 
the  right  in  law  to  waive  her  present  pension  and  be  restored  to  the 
former  pension  received  ])y  her. 

Said  act  of  March  3,  1901,  provides: 

That  section  forty-neven  liundred  and  eight  of  the  laws  of  tli?  United  States  gov- 
erninj*  the  granting  of  army  and  navy  pensions  be,  and  tlie  same  is,  amende<i  to  read 
as  follows: 

The  remarriage  of  any  widow,  dependent  mother,  or  dependent  sister  entitled  to 
l>en^<ion  shall  not  bar  her  right  to  such  pension  to  the  date  of  her  remarriage,  whether 
an  application  therefor  was  liled  before  or  after  such  marriage;  but  on  the  remarriage 
of  any  widow,  dependent  mother,  or  dependent  sister  having  a  pension,  such  jien- 
siM^   t<hall  cease. 

I^ovidedy  however,  That  any  widow  who  was  the  lawful  wife  of  any  officer  or 

enlit«ted  man  in  the  Army,  Navy,  or  Marine  Corps  of  the  United  States,  during  the 

I>i»ri<)d  of  liis  service  in  any  war,  and  whose  name  was  placed  or  shall  hereafter 

1h*  ]>laced  on  the  iiensirm  roll  l)ecause  of  her  husband's  death  as  the  result  of  wound 

or  injury  received  or  disea.«»e  contracted  in  such  military  or  naval  service,  and  w^hose 

name  has  been  or  shall  hereafter  be  dropi)ed  from  said  pension  roll  by  reason  of  her 

marriage  to  another  person  who  has  since  diwl  or  shall  hereafter  die,  or  from  whom 

Hlie  has  l)een  heretofore  or  shall  be  hereafter  divorced,  ujMDn  her  own  application 

and  without  fault  on  her  part,  and  if  she  is  without  means  of  support  other  than  her 

daily  lalxjr  as  defintnl  by  the  acts  of  June  twenty-seventh,  eighteen  hundred  and 

ninety,  and  May  ninth,  nineteen  hundred,  shall  1k^  entitleil  to  have  her  name  again 

pla**ed  on  the  pension  roll  at  the  rate  now  provided  for  wi<lows  by  the  acts  of  July 

fourteenth,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-two,  March  third,  eighteen  hundred  and 

seventy -three,  and  ^larch  nineteenth,  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-six,  such  i)ension 

tf)  (commence  from  the  date  of  the  filing  of  her  application  in  the  Pension  Bureau 

after  the  a[»proval  of  this  act: 

And  provided  further,  That  where  such  widow  is  already  in  receipt  of  a  pension 
iny\\\  the  United  States  she  shall  not  l>e  entitled  to  n^storation  under  this  a<'t: 


Section  4715,  under  the  title  ''Pensions,"  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
provides  that — 

Nothing  in  this  title  shall  lie  so  construed  as  to  allow  more  than  one  pension  at  the 
same  time  to  the  same  jwrson  or  to  p<»rsons  entitle<l  jointly;  but  any  i^nsiimer  who 
shall  so  elect  may  surrender  his  certificate,  and  receive  in  lieu  thereof  a  certificate 
for  any  other  pension  to  which  he  would  have  been  entitled  had  not  the  surrendered 
c«ertificate  Ix^n  issued.  But  all  payments  previously  made  for  any  i)eri(Kl  covered  by 
the  new  certific^ate  shall  he  deducted  from  the  amount  allowed  bv  such  certificate. 

It  is  contended  herein  that  this  claimant  hfls,  under  said  section,  the 
rijfht  of  election  between  her  present  pension  and  restoration,  under 
the  act  of  March  3,  1901,  to  hor  former  pension,  notwithstanding  the 
express  prohi])itory  terms  of  the  second  proviso  of  that  act;  the  Bureau 
holding,  however,  that  she  has,  because  of  said  proviso,  no  title  to  such 
restoration. 

To  give  the  latter  effe(!t  to  said  proviso  an  implication  of  a  repeal  by 
it  of  or  a  construction  of  it  as  an  exception  to  said  section  4715  is 
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necessary.  Such  repeals  or  exceptions  are,  however,  not  favored 
in  law;  and  if  any  other  construction  of  said  proviso  can  fairly  and 
consistently  be  made,  as  being  its  probable  intent,  scope,  and  effect, 
whereby  no  repeal  of  or  an  exception  to  said  section  4715  need  be 
held,  such  construction  should  be  adojited,  unless  the  meaning  of  the 
proviso  is  clearly  unquestionable  and  beyond  doubt. 

A  considerable  doubt  arises,  however,  from  the  apparent  conflict 
between  said  proviso  and  the  general  provision  of  said  section  as  to  the 
right  of  ''any  pensioner"  to  elect  pension;  and  it  is  not  believed  Con- 
gress intended,  in  said  proviso,  to  repeal  or  to  create  an  exception  to 
that  sec^tion.  Said  proviso  may  fairly  be  held  to  have  been,  rather,  an 
affinnation,  merel}^  of  the  prohibition  of  said  section  as  to  allowing 
double  pension,  leaving  the  succeeding  provision,  as  to  election,  of 
that  section  wholly  unaffected.  Were  this  proviso  not  in  said  act  the 
latter  might,  with  consideralile  reason  and  authority,  be  held  to  allow 
double  pension,  notwithstanding  the  prohibition  of  said  section,  being 
a  subsequent  affirmative  statute,  remedial  in  nature  and  granting  a  new 
benefit,  and,  therefore,  constructivel}^  cumulative,  and  as  the  later 
expression  of  the  legislative  will,  a  repeal  of  or  exception  to  the  pro- 
hibitory provisions  of  section  4715.  (Sutherland  on  Stat.  Const.,  sees. 
202-204;  Black  on  Inter,  of  Laws,  115.) 

Congress  has  inv^ariabl}',  in  creating  a  new  right  of  pension,  incor- 
porated some  such  inhibition  as  to  double  pension,  evidently  toprcvent 
the  possible  constniction,  were  such  inhibition  of  section  4715  not 
repeated,  that  said  section  would  not  apply  to  the  new  right.  The  act 
of  Jul}'  25, 1SS2,  provides  that  no  person  in  receipt  of  a  pension  under 
a  special  act  shall  receive  in  addition  thereto  a  pension  under  the  gen- 
eral law,  unless  such  act  expressly  so  states.  The  acts  of  March  9, 
1878,  Januarv  21),  18S7,  and  July  27,  lvS92,  contain  the  proviso  that  no 
one  already  in  receipt  of  a  pension  shall  be  entitled  under  said  acts, 
respectivel}',  except  for  the  difference  between  the  two  pensions.  And 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  likewise  provides  specifically  that  applicants 
under  other  laws  mav  receive  the  benefits  of  that  act,  but  that  "no 
person  shall  receive  more  than  one  pension  for  the  same  period."  If 
section  4715  would  have,  without  such  provisos,  been  applicable  to 
pensions  under  these  several  subsequent  laws,  there  would  l>c  no 
necessity  for  thus  repeating  in  said  laws  the  prohibition  of  that  sec- 
tioui  The  repetition,  therefore,  was  evident!}'  deemed  to  l)e  necessary 
in  order  to  prevent  double  pensions;  and  there  appears  to  have  been 
no  intention  that  said  section  4715  should  not  be  fully  applicable  in  all 
its  provisions  to  each  of  these  subsequent  laws.  On  the  contrary,  the 
manifest  intention  throughout  the  pension  legislation  appears  to  have 
been  to  give  full  force  and  effect  to  said  section  under  all  laws,  general 
and  special,  granting  pension,  "any  pensioner  who  shall  so  elect"  to 
receive  whatever  benefits  ther  laws  give  so  long  as  he  or  she  does  not 
draw  double  pension. 
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Sutherland  on  Statutory  Construction,  section  288,  says: 

It  is  to  be  inferred  that  a  code  of  statutes  relating  to  one  subject  was  governed  by 
one  spirit  and  policy,  and  was  intended  to  be  consistent  and  harmonious  in  its 
several  parts  and  provisions. 

There  is  no  reason  whatever  for  supposing  Congress  had  any  other 
or  different  intention  in  the  proviso  of  said  act  of  March  3, 1901.  The 
wording  is  slightly  different,  as  is  that  of  the  other  laws  cited,  but 
this  can  not  control  the  construction  of  the  act.  The  intent,  gathered 
from  the  entire  pension  s^^stem,  must  control,  and  such  intent  appears 
to  have  been  none  other  than  that  manifested  in  all  other  enactments — 
merely,  as  stated,  to  prevent  receipt  of  double  pension.  A  radical 
departure,  such  as  the  construction  given  to  said  act  by  the  Bureau, 
from  the  principles  and  course  of  pension  legislation  is  not  to  be  pre- 
8umed,  especially  when  it  would  involve  a  constructive  repeal  of  or 
exception  to  an  existing  general  statute,  such  as  said  section  4715; 
but  an  intent  to  make  such  departure  should  clearly  appear  in  the  act 
itself.  Construing  this  proviso  in  the  light  of  similar  legislation,  it 
seems  clear  that  no  such  departure  was  intended,  and  that  said  section 
4715  was,  in  fact,  intended  to  be  fully  applicable  to  this  act  as  to  all 
other  acts. 

This  construction  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  language  of  said  act. 
The  words  that  one  "already  in  receipt  of  a  pension  *  *  *  shall 
not  be  entitled  to  restoration  under  this  act"  refer,  and  can  refer,  only 
to  one  who  is  in  receipt  of  a  pension  at  the  time  of  final  approval  for 
allowance  of  a  claim  under  the  act,  for  the  only  title  contained  in  the 
act  is  title  "to  have  her  name  again  placed  on  the  pension  roll."  No 
legal  title  to  restoration  exists  under  this  act  until  certificate  is  actu- 
all}'  issued,  the  same  as  title  under  section  4692  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  held  in  John  Gillespie  (13  P.  D.,  280),  and  as  is  implied 
in  the  language  of  said  section  4715,  that  a  certificate  may  reissue  for 
pension  to  which  the  pensioner  "would  have  been  entitled  had  not  the 
surrendered  certificate  been  issued." 

The  fact  that  at  the  filing  of  a  claim  under  this  act  the  claimant  is 
then  in  receipt  of  a  pension  is  iuimaterial,  and  does  not  negative  title 
under  said  act,  which,  as  stated,  can  not  exist  until  the  claim  is 
approved  for  allowance,  pension  thereunder  has  been  electt^d,  and 
certificate  has  been  issued. 

Were  this  proviso  incorporated  in  the  >x)dy  of  the  act  where  gram- 
matical construction  indicates  it  belongs  as  a  limitation  upon  the  gmnt 
contained  in  the  act — that  is,  after  the  granting  words  "  shall  be 
entitled,"  the  intention  of  the  law  to  make  the  proviso  applicable  only 
to  the  placing  of  the  claimant's  name  upon  the  pension  roll,  and  not 
to  the  filing  of  her  claim,  clearly  appears.  The  act  would  then  read 
that  a  widow  "  shall  be  entitled,  unless  already  in  receipt  of  a  pension 
from  the  United  States,  to  have  her  name  again  placed  on  the  i>ension 
roll,"  etc. 
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If  such  be  the  true  construction  of  said  act,  it  would  be  unreason- 
able  and  unjust  to  require  that  a  claimant  surrender  a  present  pension 
before  tiling  under  this  act  and  then  wait  several  months,  if  not  years, 
without  any  pension,  although  meritoriously  entitled  to  one,  and 
although  in  the  dependent  condition  specified  in  the  act,  until  the 
claim  under  this  act  is  adjudicated  and  allowed  before  receiving  any 
pension. 

If  widows  who  were,  at  date  of  approval  of  this  act,  in  receipt  of  pen- 
sion on  account  of  a  second  soldier  husband,  be  excluded  from  its  Ijene- 
fits,  an  injustice  and  inequality  in  the  application  of  the  law  would 
result.  While  such  a  widow  who  had  thus  taken  advantage  of  the 
only  law  then  allowing  her  any  pension  after  her  remarriage  would  be 
excluded,  another  widow  who  had  then  filed  no  claim  on  account  of 
the  second  husband  would  be  included  within  said  act. 

The  former's  exclusion  was  through  no  fault  of  her  own,  and  her 
right  to  consideration,  on  the  basis  of  the  grant  contained  in  this  act, 
is  the  same  in  all  respects  as  that  of  the  latter.  Her  exclusion  from 
the  benefits  to  be  derived  as  one  time  widow  and  pensioner  on  account 
of  the  husband  whose  ''  war  wife"  she  was,  for  which  class  this  act 
specifically  provides  restoration  of  pension,  would  be  unreasonable. 
This  express  purpose  and  aim  of  this  enactment,  which  is  the  keynote 
of  its  intent,  would  be  thus  in  part  defeated. 

Endlich  on  Interpretation  of  Statutes,  section  !i45,  says: 

In  <letermiiiing  eitlier  what  was  the  general  object  of  the  legislature,  or  the  mean- 
ing of  its  language  in  any  particular  passage,  it  is  obvious  that  the  intention  which 
appears  to  be  most  agreeable  to  convenience,  rea*<on,  and  justice  should,  in  all  i^nes 
open  to  doubt,  l)e  ])resumed  to  be  the  true  one.  An  argument  drawn  from  an  incon- 
venience, it  has  l>een  said,  is  forcible  in  law,  and  no  less  force  is  due  to  any  drawn 
from  an  absurdity  or  injustice. 

And  in  section  258; 

If  the  words  of  a  statute,  though  capahle  of  an  interpretation  which  would  work 
manifest  injustice,  can  i>ossibly,  within  the  bounds  of  grauunatical  construction  and 
reasonable  interpretation,  \k*  otherwise  construe<l,  tlie  court  ought  not  to  attribute 
to  the  legislature  an  intention  to  do  what  is  a  clear,  manifest,  and  gross  injustice. 

Also  in  section  2(>5: 

There  is  the  strongest  kind  of  presumpti(m  against  the  existence  of  that  species 
of  absurdity  in  tlie  intention  of  the  legislature  which  would  consist  in  a  design  to 
defeat  its  own  object.  Yet  it  not  infrequently  occurs  that  one  portion  or  provision 
of  a  statute,  if  literally  or  even  naturally  construe<l,  would  practically  nullify  the 
whole,  or  some  material  portion,  of  the  remainder  of  the  act,  with  the  effect  of  defeat- 
ing its  obvious  purpose.  In  cjises  of  this  description,  it  is  a  settled  rule  of  construc- 
tion, following  from  the  obvious  al^surdity  of  any  other,  that  such  an  interpretation 
shall,  if  possible,  ho  placed  upon  the  statute,  ut  magis  valeat  quam  i)ereat. 

A  statute  may  l)e  construed  contrary  to  its  literal  meaning,  when  a  literal  construc- 
tion would  result  in  an  absunlity  or  inconsist^'ncy,  and  the  words  are  susceptible  of 
another  construction  which  will  carry  out  the  manifest  intention.  Statutes  will  Ix* 
ctmstrued  in  the  most  l)eneticial  way  which  their  language  will  jjermit  to  prevent 
absurdity,  hardship,  or  injustice.     (Sutherland  on  Stat.  Const.,  sees.  323, 324). 
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From  this  act  itself,  therefore,  and  from  other  j)ension  legislation, 
it  seems  to  have  been  the  intent  of  Congress  in  said  proviso  merely  to 
inhibit  a  pensioner  from  a  second  pension,  and  not  to  alter  in  a'liy  way 
the  general  law  of  section  4715  as  to  election.  It  is  held  accordingly 
that  a  widow  pensioner  may  file  and  prosecute  a  claim  under  the  act 
of  March  3,  1901,  and  may  be  restored  to  pension  thereunder  upon 
surrender  of  her  existing  certificate,  payments  being  continued  under 
said  certificate  to  date  of  issuance  of  certificate  restoring  her  under 
said  act,  and  deducted  from  payments  under  the  latter  certificate. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  reversed. 


MORAI.  CHAIIACTER-ACT  OF  MARCH  3,  18«0— KV11>KN<'K. 

Augusta  Christopher  v.  George  C.  Christopher. 

To  entitle  a  wife  to  one-half  her  husband's  pension  under  the  m-t  of  March  3,  18?K), 
she  is  required  to  establish  the  fact  that  she  is  a  woman  of  good  moral  charac- 
ter by  satisfactory  affirmative  proof,  and  can  not  rest  this  branch  of  her  claim 
ufHrti  the  legal  presumption  that  "in  the  absence  of  i)roof  to  the  contrary  a  per- 
son's character  is  presumed  to  be  good."  I 

The  testimony  as  to  claimant's  good  moral  character  is  not  outweightMl  by  the  fact 
that  after  the  alleged  marital  desertion  claimant,  in  answer  to  her  advertisement 
for  a  j)Osition  as  housekeeper,  entered  into  the  service  of  a  man  whose  wife  i)ro- 
cure<l  a  divorce  from  him  on  account  of  adultery  with  a  previous  hoiisekeeiK^r, 
no  immoral  act  or  undue  familiarity  on  the  part  of  claimant  being  ^'ll(>wn  dur- 
ing her  entire  residence  with  him  of  over  two  years. 

The  decree  of  a  court  of  comj)etent  jurisdiction  dismiseitig  i>ensioner's  bill  for  divorce 
on  its  merits,  in  conformity  with  the  report  of  the  referee  duly  ai)p<iinte<l  to  take 
testimony  and  report,  the  bill  l)eing  based  on  adultery  alleged  t^)  have  lH.»en  com- 
mitted by  claimant  with  her  said  employer  during  her  said  residence  with  him, 
is  accepted  by  the  Department  in  this  case  as  satisfactory  and  conclusive  evidence 
that  her  relations  with  her  said  employer  were  not  adulterous. 

^HHiHtayit  Sec7*etary  M.   W,   Miller  to  tlie  Coninumloiu;r  of  Pen^lons^ 

Ajml  15,  190,]. 

Mrs.  Augusta  Christopher  appeal(»d  l)y  her  attorneys,  February 
27,  11)03,  from  the  Bureau  action  of  February  3,  li)()3,  rejecting  her 
claim  under  the  act  of  March  3,  18i>9,  for  one-half  the  pension  of  the 
husband,  George  C.  Christopher,  a  pensioner  under  certificate  No. 
4870(>4,  on  the  ground  that  she  had  failed  to  prove  that  she  was  a 
woman  of  good  moral  character. 

Appellant's  assignments  of  error  are  as  follows: 

First.  That  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  has  erred  in  requiring  the  claimant  to 
prove,  affirmatively,  a  fact  which  the  law  presumes  in  her  favor. 

Second.  That  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  against  the  weight 
of  the  testimony  and  proof  in  the  (!a.«je. 

Third.  That  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  has  erred  in  refusing  to  accept,  in  his 
decision,  the  decree  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  New  York  upon  the  j)oint 
at  issue,  viz,  the  truth  or  falsity  of  charges  of  adulterous  conduct,  made  by  the  sol- 
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dier,  which  has  been  adjudicated  upon  its  merits  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdic- 
tion and  is  res  adjudicata. 

Fourth.  That  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  has  erred  in  other  matters  appearing 
upon  the  face  of  the  record  and  proceedings. 

Considering  these  assignments  in  the  order  stated,  it  is  the  opinion 
of  the  Department  that,  by  the  terms  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  the 
question  of  the  "  good  moral  character"  of  the  claimant  for  one-half 
her  husband's  pension  is  to  be  ascertained  and  determined  by  the 
Commissioner  of  Pensions,  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he 
shall  prescribe.  The  action  or  determination  of  the  Commissioner  of 
Pensions  is  subject,  of  course,  to  the  appellate  and  supervisory  con- 
trol of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  under  section  471,  Revised 
Statutes',  page  79. 

The  act  of  March  3,  1899,  grants  one-half  of  a  husband's  pension  to 
the  wife  upon  certain  conditions  enumerated  in  the  act,  she  being  a 
woman  of  good  moral  character  and  in  necessitous  circumstances. 
Both  the  character  of  the  claimant  and  her  financial  or  necessitous 
circumstances  are,  therefore,  material  allegations  in  her  application 
under  said  act,  without  which  the  application  would  be  defective. 
The  question  of  **good  moral  character,"  being  a  material  fact,  should 
be  supported  by  direct  and  affirmative  evidence,  and  is  not  satisfac- 
torily established  by  the  general  legal  presumption  that  all  persons 
are  presumed  to  be  of  good  moral  chamcter.  The  act  of  March  3, 
1899,  by  limiting  the  beneficiaries  to  wives  of  '^  good  moral  character," 
recognizes  the  fact  that  all  wives  are  not  of  that  class,  hence  the 
limitation  to  those  who  should  establish  the  fact  by  satisfactory 
evidence  that  they  belonged  to  the  class  designated.  Her  character 
is  a  fact  to  be  proved.  The  rule,  therefore,  in  civil  actions  that  the 
plaintiff  is  not  required  to  introduce  evidence  of  good  character  until 
it  has  l)een  assailed  by  the  defendant,  and  that  "in  the  absence  of 
proof  to  the  contrary  a  person's  character  is  presumed  to  be  good," 
is  not  applicable  to  claims  on  behalf  of  the  wife  of  a  pensioner  under 
the  act  of  March  3,  1899. 

The  act  of  March  3, 1899,  like  statutes  giving  a  remedy  to  "females 
of  good  repute"  or  a  woman  "of  previous  chaste  character,"  requires 
affirmative  proof  of  character. 

In  the  case  under  consideration  claimant's  good  moral  character  is 
not  only  put  in  issue  by  the  statute,  but  pensioner  asserted  and  offered 
evidence  to  show  that  she  was  not  of  good  moral  character,  but  was 
guilty  of  adultery  with  one  Terpenny  subsequent  to  the  alleged 
desertion. 

The  first  contention  of  appellant  that  the  Commissioner  erred  in 
requiring  her  to  prove,  affirmatively,  a  fac»t  which  the  law  presumes, 
is  therefore  not  well  taken. 

In  reference  to  the  second,  third,  and  fourth  assignments  of  error 
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the  evidence  shows  pensioner  left  claimant  and  their  home  in  Syra- 
cuse, N.  Y.,  February  25,  1898,  and  has  not  since  cohabited  with  her 
or  contributed  in  any  manner  to  her  support. 

Claimant,  aged  41  years,  reputation  reported  "  doubtful,"  testified 
before  the  special  examiner  at  Cleveland,  Oswego  County,  N.  Y.,  July 
2,  1901,  that  her  occupation  was  "keeping  house  and  working  for 
Frank  G.  Tei-penny."    She  further  testified  as  follows: 

I  work  for  him  to  pay  my  board.  He  buys  the  food  and  I  do  the  work  and  his 
washing.  I  rent  four  rooms  of  him  and  pay  him  |6  per  month.  I  owe  him  now 
fifteen  months'  rent  and  $50  borrowed  money,  secured  by  mortgage  on  my  furniture. 
I  have  been  with  him  since  January  16,  1899.  I  was  living  in  Syracuse,  N.  Y.,  and 
I  put  an  advertisement  into  the  newspaper  for  a  situation  as  a  housekeeper.  He 
answered  the  advertisement  and  advanced  me  |50  to  get  my  furniture  here  from 
Syracuse.  I  have  never  paid  him  anything  for  the  rent  of  the  rooms  and  have  not 
been  able  to  pay  him  back  the  $60  he  let  me  have  to  get  my  furniture  here  from 
Syracuse. 

Frank  G.  Terpenny,  aged  55  yeara,  reputation  reported  "unreli- 
able," a  resident  of  Cleveland,  Oswego  County,  N.  Y.,  testified  before 
the  special  examiner  July  11,  1901,  as  follows: 

I  am  a  single  man,  but  have  been  married.  I  was  married  to  Elizabeth  A.  Coch- 
rans  in  1892,  and  she  obtained  a  divorce  from  me  June  4, 1902,  on  statutory  grounds. 
I  put  in  an  answer,  but  did  not  appear  at  the  trial.  It  was  agreed  between  our 
attorneys  that  she  should  have  the  divorce.  The  terms  of  the  settlement  were  that 
I  was  to  pay  her  attorney  $100,  and  she  take  the  decree  without  alimony  or  costs. 
The  corespondents  named  in  said  suit  in  the  complaint  were  Martha  £.  Messner  and 
Hattie  West.  The  woman  Martha  E.  Messner  kept  house  for  me  in  Cleveland, 
N.  Y.,  off  and  on  not  to  exceed  two  weeks.  Hattie  West  never  worked  for  me, 
but  a  woman  named  Minnie  West  did  work  for  me  about  two  weeks.  Claimant  has 
worked  Dit  my  house  since  January  16, 1899,  and  I  have  actually  paid  her  |1  per  week 
from  May  1  to  October  1  of  each  year  and  during  the  balance  of  each  of  these  years 
she  was  to  pay  me  $6  per  month  for  the  privilege  of  living  in  my  house,  and  she  is 
now  indebted  to  me  in  the  sum  of  $134,  $50  of  which  is  secured  by  chattel  mortgage. 

Q.  Have  you  and  claimant  lived  together  in  marriage  relations  since  she  has  b^n 
living  in  your  house? 

A.  No,  sir;  we  chose  not. 

Q.  Is  it  not  common  talk  in  the  village  of  Cleveland  that  you  and  this  claimant  are 
living  in  your  home  the  same  as  though  you  were  married? 

A.  No,  sir;  not  known  as  I  ever  heard  this  talk. 

Q-  How  did  you  happen  to  get  this  claimant  to  work  for  you? 

A.  I  saw  an  advertisement  for  a  situation  as  a  housekeeper  in  a  Utica  paper.  I 
answered  the  advertisement  and  she  came  on  and  has  worked  for  me  ever  since.  No, 
sir;  I  did  not  take  any  trouble  to  make  inquiries  about  claimant's  reputation  in  Syr- 
acuse before  I  hired  her.  I  knew  nothing  about  her  except  while  she  has  been  living 
with  me.  She  has  made  but  very  few  acquaintances  since  she  has  been  here — but 
some  of  the  nearest  neighbors.  Since  October  1,  1900,  I  have  paid  her  nothing,  but 
she  is  supposed  to  pay  me  the  $6  per  month  rent  on  the  rooms  she  occupies  in  my 
house.    She  can  never  pay  this  rent  unless  she  gets  one-half  her  husband's  pension. 

Calvin  H.  Warn,  of  Cleveland,  N.  Y.,  aged  46  years,  reputation 
reported  "good,"  testified  before  the  examiner  July  11,  1901,  that  he 
was  justice  of  the  peace  and  police  justice  for  the  village  of  Cleveland, 
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N.  Y.,  where  he  had  resided  seventeen  years,  during  which  time  he 
had  known  said  Frank  G.  Terpenny.     He  further  testified  as  follows: 

Q.  What  IB  the  reputation  of  Frank  G.  Terpenny  for  morality  in  this  commnnity? 

A.  From  the  general  speech  of  people  I  should  say  it  is  not  good.  The  siud  Frank 
G.  Terpenny  has  had  disreputable  women  keeping  house  for  him  since  I  have  known 
him.  He  and  his  wife  separate  in  Chicago,  111.,  and  since  that  his  said  wife  has 
obtained  a  divorce  from  him  on  statutory  grounds.  The  decree  was  obtained  not 
long  ago.  I  saw  the  affidavit  made  against  him  by  Martha  £.  Messner,  and  in  this 
affidavit  she  swore  that  she  cohabited  with  him  while  she  kept  house  for  him. 

I  know  nothing  about  this  claimant  any  further  than  that  she  is  the  housekeeper 
of  Frank  G.  Terpenny.  When  the  claimant  came  to  work  for  said  Terpenny  I  was 
boarding  at  the  Globe  Hotel,  and  sometimes  would  drive  the  bus.  The  day  that  the 
claimant  came  I  drove  the  bus,  and  Frank  G.  Terpenny  told  me  he  had  a  relative 
coming  from  across  the  lake  and  he  wanted  me  to  drive  her  to  his  house,  and  I  did 
so.  This  claimant,  who  is  now  present,  is  the  person  that  I  took  to  his  house  as  his 
relative  from  across  the  lake. 

A.  B.  Cadd  lived  in  the  house  with  said  Terpenny  and  this  claimant  for  a  short 
time,  and  since  then  they  have  lived  alone  in  the  house  together. 

Albert  B.  Cadd,  aged  29,  occupation  clothier,  reputation  reported 
"good,"  testified  before  a  special  examiner  July  11,  1901,  as  follows: 

I  have  been  a  resident  of  this  town  for  the  last  four  years.  When  I  c>ame  to  Cleve- 
land I  moved  into  a  part  of  Frank  G.  Terpenny's  house;  he  occupied  the  other  part. 
I  lived  in  his  house  until  April  1,  1890.  He  kept  house  himself  mostly  while  I  lived 
in  his  house.  There  was  a  Mrs.  Messner  kept  house  for  him  a  week  or  so  while  I 
was  there,  and  then  there  was  a  woman  named  Minnie  West  kept  house  for  him  a 
week  or  so.  This  claimant  came  to  keep  house  for  Frank  G.  Terpenny  a  month  or 
six  weeks  before  I  moved  out  of  his  house.  The  part  of  the  house  I  lived  in  was 
entirely  separate  from  the  part  Mr.  Terpenny  lived  in.  I  remember  that  the 
claimant  came  to  my  store  a  few  weeks  after  I  moved  out  of  Mr.  Terpenny's  house 
and  charged  me  with  reporting  that  she  was  a  married  woman,  and  she  then  told  me 
that  the  story,  was  hot  true  for  her  husband  had  been  dead  over  five  years.  I  do  not 
now  remember  what  she  told  me  her  husband's  name  was. 

Q,  What  is  the  reputation  of  Frank  G.  Terpenny  in  this  community  for  morality? 

A.  I  have  heard  it  discussed,  and  from  the  general  speech  of  people  it  is  only  fair. 
There  has  no  one  lived  in  the  house  but  claimant  and  Frank  G.  Terpenny,  so  far  as 
I  know,  since  I  moved  out.  I  never  saw  anything  wrong  between  the  cliumant  and 
Frank  G.  Terpenny  while  I  lived  in  their  house. 

Frank  Van  Tassel,  aged  41  years,  a  traveling  salesman,  reputation 
reported  "  fair,"  testified  before  a  special  examiner  July  8,  1901,  as 
follows: 

I  am  acquainted  with  George  0.  Christopher,  the  husband  of  the  above-named 
claimant,  Augusta  Christopher.  I  have  known  the  said  Geoi^ge  C.  Christopher  for 
about  three  years.  I  am  not  acquainted  with  the  claimant.  I  never  saw  her  but 
once,  and  that  was  when  I  served  the  summons  and  complaint  of  George  C.  Christo- 
pfaer  for  divorce.  She  was  then  living  at  Cleveland,  Oswego  County,  N.  Y.,  in  the 
house  with  Frank  Terpenny.  It  was  claimed  that  the  said  Augusta  Christopher  vns 
living  in  marriage  relations  with  the  said  Frank  Terpenny  at  the  time  I  served  the 
summons  and  complaint  for  divorce.  This  was  the  general  opinion  of  every  one  in 
Cleveland  with  whom  I  talked.  I  talked  with  Attorney  Grallagher  and  the  post- 
master of  Cleveland.    I  don't  remember  the  names  of  anyone  else  that  I  talked  with. 
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Willis  G.  Babcock  testified  in  an  affidavit  filed  August  12, 1902,  that 
be  was  a  physician  and  surgeon  and  postmaster  at  Cleveland,  N.  Y. ; 
that  he  knew  claimant  and  Frank  G.  Terpenny;  that  over  two  years 
ago  claimant  appeared  in  Cleveland ,  giving  her  name  as  Augusta 
Clauss,  and*  directed  her  mail  be  placed  in  Terpenny's  box;  that  said 
Terpenny  bears  a  very  bad  general  reputation  in  the  community  where 
he  lives  and  his  reputation  there  for  virtue  and  morality  is  very  bad 
and  had  been  for  a  long  time,  a  fact  that  could  be  easily  learned  by 
inquiry;  that  said  Augusta  Christopher  is  to  all  outward  appearances 
a  strong,  healthy,  able-bodied  woman,  aside  from  more  or  less  deaf- 
ness, of  fair  appearance,  intelligent,  and  shrewd,  and  apparently  entirely 
capable  of  taking  care  of  herself;  that  he  (deponent)  knew  of  no  good 
reason  why  said  Augusta  Christopher  should  appear  in  the  community 
under  an  assumed  name,  or  why,  if  she  is  a  woman  of  good,  moral 
character,  she  should  take  up  her  abode  with  a  man  bearing  the  repu- 
tation borne  by  Terpenn3\ 

Claimant  gives  the  following  reasons  for  assuming  a  name  other 
than  her  own  when  she  went  to  Cleveland.  Before  the  examiner  in 
1901,  she  testified  as  follows: 

Yes,  it  is  true  tliat  I  went  by  the  name  of  Augusta  Clauss  for  a  few  weeks  after  I 
came  here,  and  I  got  some  letters  addressed  to  me  under  that  name.  I  took  this 
name  when  I  came  here  so  that  my  friends  in  Syracuse  would  not  know  where  I  was 
or  who  I  was  working  for  in  Cleveland.  I  only  went  by  this  name  a  few  weeks  and 
then  I  took  my  own  name  again.  My  husband  reported  in  Syracuse  that  he  would 
never  live  with  me  again. 

In  an  affidavit  filed  December  17,  1902,  she  testified  that  she  ''used 
the  name  of  Augusta  Clauss  in  correspondence  with  a  medical  com- 
pany for  medicines  for  a  woman's  complaint  with  which  she  suffers, 
not  Ijeing  able  to  employ  a  physician  to  treat  her,  and  some  letters  in 
that  name  did  come  to  Cleveland  post-office  for  that  reason." 

Claimant  admits  that  she  may  have  stated  that  her  husband  was  dead 
to  her,  but  denies  that  she  stated  to  anyone  that  he  was  dead  or  that  ' 
she  was  a  widow.  The  foregoing  comprises  the  testimony  reflecting 
in  any  manner  upon  the  character  of  the  claimant,  and  the  question 
presented  is  whether  it  is  sufficient  to  outweigh  the  evidence  as  to  her 
good  moral  character. 

It  is  admitted  by  pensioner  and  established  by  testimony  of  her 
neighbors  at  S3'racuse,  N.  Y.,  that  her  reputation  was  good,  and  it  can 
be  ac<*epted  as  a  fact  that  up  to  the  time  she  went  to  keeping  house  for 
Teipenny  in  Cleveland,  N.  Y.,  January  16,  1899,  she  was  a  woman  of 
good  moral  character. 

It  appears  that  on  July  9,  1901,  pensioner  filed  an  application  for 
absolute  div^orce  in  the  supreme  court,  Oswego  County,  N.  Y.,  alleging 
claimant's  adultery  with  Terpenny.  Pensioner  alleged  in  his  said 
application  or  bill  of  complant  ''separation  by  mutual  consent,"  and 
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he  alle(^  that  ^^  upon  informatioD  and  belief  defendant  has  lived  and 
is  in  fact  now  living  in  open  and  notorious  adultery  with  one  Frank 
G.  Terpenny."  This  oonoiplaint  was,  on  motion  of  the  attorney  for 
defendant  (claimant  herein),  who  had  filed  her  answer  to  said  bill  of 
complaint,  dismissed  with  costs  June  4,  1901,  the  complainant  (pen- 
sioner)  having  failed  to  appear  and  prosecute  his  said  complaint.  Said 
default  was  set  aside  September  23, 1901,  and  a  refei*ee  was  appointed 
to  take  testimony  and  report.  The  referee  thereupon  pixMseeded  to 
take  testimony,  after  which,  on  motion  of  attorney  for  defendant 
(claimant  herein)  to  dismiss  the  case  on  its  merits  on  the  ground  that 
there  was  no  proof  of  any  act  of  adultery,  the  motion  was  sustained. 
The  attorney  for  complainant  (pensioner)  excepted.  The  referee  there- 
upon reported  February  7,  1902,  in  favor  of  defendant  and  against 
the  plaintiff;  and  the  court  on  March  8,  1902,  decreed  that  ^^the  com- 
plaint of  the  plaintiff  be  and  the  same  is  hereby  dismissed  upon  the 
merits,  and  that  the  plaintiff  pay  to  the  defendant  the  sum  of  $121, 
her  costs,  etc." 

While  it  is  true  that  in  the  suit  for  divorce  the  question  of  claimant's 
good  moral  character  was  not  directly  in  issue  and  was  not  passed 
upon,  yet  the  only  fact  relied  upon  by  pensioner  to  disprove  her  good 
moral  character  was  that  she  went  to  live  with  Teipenny  under  an 
assumed  name  and  that  she  was  living  alone  with  him  in  his  house,  he 
being  a  man  of  bad  reputation  for  virtue  and  morality. 

Claimant,  while  giving  two  different  i*easons  for  changing  her  name, 
both  of  which  may  be  true  and  are  not  inconsistent  with  good  moral 
character,  is  not  shown  to  have  been  guilty  of  any  act  of  undue 
faniiliarity  with  said  Terpenny  while  in  his  employ  or  during  her 
entire  term  of  residence  in  his  house.  On  the  contrary,  the  testi- 
mony of  a  large  number  of  apparently  reputable  witnesses  of  Cleve- 
land, N.  Y.,  testified  to  her  good  reputation  and  character,  and  this 
testimony  tends  strongly  to  show  that  claimant  is,  in  the  language  of 
some  of  the  witnesses,  ''a  poor,  unfortunate,  hard-working,  respect- 
able, honest,  dependent  woman  of  good  moral  character." 

She  has  subjected  the  history  of  her  life  from  the  date  of  her  mar- 
riage to  the  scrutiny  of  the  Bureau  and  her  testimony  bears  the  im- 
press of  truth,  honesty,  and  good  faith.  But  for  the  desertion  by  the 
pensioner,  she  vwuld  not  have  been  compelled  to  seek  employment 
where  she  would  be  subjected  to  suspicion  and  unjust  persecution. 
Had  she  been  a  woman  of  bad  moral  character  there  can  be  but  slight 
reason  for  doubt  that  the  repoi*t  of  the  referee  and  the  decision  of  the 
court  would  not  have  been  so  completely  in  her  favor.  In  reaching 
this  conclusion  the  Department  is  not  unmindful  of  the  holding  in  the 
case  of  Lockyer  v.  Lockyer  (1  Edm.  Sel.  Cases,  New  York  Cir.  Ct, 
107)  that  "  evidence  of  good  character  for  virtue  is  not  admissible 
in  actions  of  this  nature  for  divorce."    The  consequence  of  this  doc- 
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trine  was  to  deprive  both  claimant  and  the  man,  with  whom  it  was 
charged  by  pensioner  she  was  living  in  adulterous  relations,  from 
ojSering  any  proof  as  to  their  character  or  reputation. 

In  the  well-considered  case  of  O'Bryan  v.  CBryan  (12  Mo.,  16; 
53  Am.  Dec.,  128),  the  court,  in  passing  on  the  question  of  admissi- 
bility of  evidence  of  ''good  character"  when  the  charge  was  adultery, 
said:  " By  permitting  the  defendant  to  give  proof  of  general  good 
character  for  chastity,  the  complainant  can  not  be  injured.  He  has 
the  privilege  of  rebutting  by  the  same  kind  of  evidence;  but  deprives 
the  defendant  of  this  privilege  and  irreparable  injury  may  follow. 
*  *  *  A  virtuous  woman  may  be  falsely  .charged,  and  the  same 
villainy  which  could  fabricate  the  charge  could  accompany  it  with 
such  'mode  and  circmnstances'  as  to  leave  the  defendant  no  power, 
from  extraneous  circumstances,  to  disprove  it.  She  must  rely  upon 
her  good  name;  her  only  hope  of  safety  is  that  homage  which  the  wise 
and  good  invariably  and  involuntarily  pay  to  virtue  under  suffering 
and  misfortune.  I  am  unwilling  to  aid  or  assist  in  depriving  her  of 
this  humble  privilege,  which  is,  allowed  to  the  defendant  in  a  criminal 
prosecution  for  petit  larceny." 

In  the  case  under  consideration  the  adverse  evidence  at  best  but  jus- 
tifies a  suspicion  that  claimant's  relations  with  Terpenny  were  immoral, 
illicit,  or  adulterous,  because  the  opportunity  for  such  relations  was 
afforded,  and  that  Terpenny  had  been  charged  with  immoral  relations 
with  women  who  had  previously  been  in  his  employ.  The  Depart- 
ment is  aware  of  no  rule  of  law  or  evidence  which  would  test  the 
good  moral  character  of  the  employee  solely  by  the  character  of  the 
employer,  and  for  this  reason  it  becomes  unnecessary  to  quote  the  tes- 
timony as  to  his  good  character  or  to  consider  the  contention  that  Ter- 
penny, because  of  his  official  position  as  chief  of  police  of  Cleveland,, 
N.  Y.,  and  his  alleged  nearly  unanimous  recent  election  as  constable, 
is  a  man  of  good  reputation.  The  question  of  his  good  moral  charac- 
ter is  not  in  issue  and  only  remotely  involved,  as  the  court  has  decided 
that  claimant's  relation  with  him  was  not  adulterous.  This  decision 
of  the  New  York  court  should  be  accepted  as  conclusive  on  that  sub- 
ject, especially  in  view  of  the  testimony  of  several  apparently  reputa- 
ble witnesses  of  Cleveland,  N.  Y.,  who  have  known  claimant  since  her 
residence  there. 

Albert  B.  Cadd,  one  of  pensioner's  witnesses  in  his  divorce  case, 
testified  in  an  affidavit,  January  8,  1903,  as  follows: 

I  moved,  together  with  my  family,  into  the  honse  or  residence  of  Frank  G.  Ter- 
penny October  20,  1S97,  and  lived  there  until  March  30,  1S99,  and  during  said  time 
Mrs.  Augusta  Christopher  came  to  work  for  said  F.  G.  Terpenny  on  January  16, 1899, 
and  from  the  time  he  employed  her  to  the  present  time  I  have  never  seen  or  heard 
anything  to  indicate  but  what  she  was  a  poor,  honest,  hard-working,  unfortunate 
woman  of  a  good  moral  character  and  respectability. 
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Mrs.  Marie  Cadd,  wife  of  the  former  affiant,  testified  in  an  affidavit 
January  29,  1903,  as  follows: 

That  affiant  resided  with  her  liusband  in  the  same  house  with  Mr.  Terpenuy,  from 
whom  they  rented  rooms,  and  with  Mrs.  Augusta  Christopher,  who  acted  as  house- 
keeper and  servant  for  Mr.  Terpenny;  that  they  were  living  in  said  house  when  Mre. 
Christopher  came  there  to  work  for  Mr.  Terpenny  in  January,  1899,  and  she  then 
went  under  the  name  of  Mrs.  Christopher,  and  affiant  did  not  know  her  under  any 
other  name;  that  during  the  time  they  lived  in  said  house  after  Mrs.  Christopher 
came  there,  about  five  months,  affiant  never  noticed  the  slightest  appearance  of  mis- 
doing, impropriety,  or  familiarity  between  Mr.  Terpenny  and  Mrs.  Christopher,  and 
she  has  no  reason  or  grounds  for  thinking  that  anything  of  the  kind  has  taken  place 
at  any  time;  that  Mr.  Terpenny  was  not  much  of  the  time  at  home,  and  when  he 
was,  he  acted  as  a  quiet,  orderly  gentleman.  Mrs.  Christopher  acted  IJke  any  other 
servant  would,  did  all  the  work  about  the  house,  was  very  quiet,  and  spent  a  good 
deal  of  the  time  in  her  own  room;  that  Mrs.  Christopher  was  very  deaf,  and  it  was 
difficult' to  talk  to  her  and  make  her  understand  things,  and  when  she  talked  it  was 
in  a  peculiar,  high-pitched  voice,  and  had  there  been  any  carrying  on  between  them 
affiant  would  have  heard  it,  and,  in  fact,  the  neighbors,  too.  Affiant,  from  her  per- 
sonal observation  and  acquaintance  with  both  Mr.  Terpenny  and  Mrs.  Christopher, 
firmly  believes  that  the  charge  of  adulter}*  made  by  Mr.  Christopher  is  absolutely 
without  any  grounds,  and  the  talk  and  gossip  started  by  the  divorce  proceeding 
is  slanderous  and  tmtrue.  Affiant  regards  Mrn.  Chrb-topher  as  an  honest,  hard- 
working, unfortunate  woman,  deserving  of  sympathy  l)ecausc  of  her  affliction  and 
circumstances. 

W.  H.  Buckbee,  a  jeweler  and  village  clerk  of  Cleveland,  N.  Y., 
testified  in  an  affidavit  December  24,  1902,  as  follows: 

I  have  known  of  Mrs.  Christopher  working  for  F.  G.  Terpenny  about  three  years, 
and  during  which  time  have  never  seen  or  heard  anything  detrimental  to  her  char- 
acter. Personally  I  believe  her  to  be  an  honest  and  respectable  working  woman. 
I  have  met  her  several  times  at  Mr.  Terpenny* s  when  there  on  official  businesB. 
She  has  also  dealt  at  my  store.  I  have  seen  her  about  the  village  and  Mr.  Ter- 
penny's  residence  nearly  every  day  during  said  time. 

Rev.  G.  W.  Wood,  of  Cleveland,  N.  Y.,  aged  (jiy  years,  testified  on 
the  same  date  as  follows: 

I  am  acquainted  with  Mrs.  Augusta  Christopher;  have  been  for  the  past  two  years; 
she  has  resided  next  door  and  has  l)een  in  our  home  frequently,  and,  as  far  as  I  have 
seen  or  know,  she  is  an  onierly,  quiet,  industrious  lady;  never  on  the  street  unless 
she  has  business;  always  at  home  attending  to  her  own  business  and  letting  others' 
business  entirely  alone,  and,  as  far  as  I  have  ever  ol)6erved  or  known,  a  woman  of 
good  moral  character  and,  I  should  judge,  was  poor  and  needed  sympathy  and  help. 

Mrs.  G.  W.  Wood,  of  same  place,  aged  62  years,  testified  at  same 
date  as  follows: 

I  am  acquainted  with  Mrs.  Augusta  Christopher.  She  has  been  the  housekeeper 
for  Mr.  Terpenny.  She  comes  into  our  house  often,  and  I  believe  she  is  an  industri- 
ous, onierly,  quiet  woman;  always  at  home;  always  attending  strictly  to  her  own 
business,  and,  as  far  as  I  have  ever  seen  or  known,  a  woman  of  good  moral  character. 

Mrs.  T.  D.  Deans,  of  the  same  place,  aged  30  years,  testified  at  same 
date  as  follows: 
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t  have  known  of  Mrs.  Christopher  being  in  the  employ  of  Frank  G.  Terpenny  since 
January  16,  1899,  as  working  housekeeper,  and,  from  what  I  have  heard  and  seen 
during  said  time,  Can  truthfully  say  that  I  consider  her  to  bci  a  poor,  but  honest, 
unfortunate,  haM-workihg,  respectable  wdman  of  good  moral  character  and  ^ntitl^ 
to  credit  as  such,  said  know'ledge  having  been  gained  by  being  on6  of  hef  neafedi 
neighbors  during  said  time. 

Thomas  D.  Deans,  of  same  place,  aged  55  years,  testified  at  same 
date  as  follows: 

I  have  known  of  Mrs.  Christopher  having  been  in  the  employ  of  Frank  G.  Ter- 
penny for  at  least  three  and  one-half  years,  during  which  time  I  have  seen  her  nearly 
every  day  in  going  to  and  from  my  place  of  business,  and  she  was  busily  engaged 
doing  her  hoiinehold  work,  and  from  meeting  her  at  Mr.  Terpenny's  when  I  have 
called  there  to  see  Mr.  Terpenny  on  business;  should  and  will  say  that  I  consider 
her  to  be  a  poor,  unfortunate,  hard-working,  respectable,  honest,  dependent  woman 
of  a  good  moral  character  and  entitled  to  credit,  and  she  is  so  considered  by  her 
neighbors  and  acquaintances. 

It  appears  that  pensioner  is  now  prosecuting  a  suit  for  divorce  from 
claimant  in  the  district  court  of  the  first  judicial  district  of  Wyoming, 
Laramie  County,  his  bill  having  been  filed  January  20,  1903,  wherein 
he  alleges  as  ground  for  relief,  "  adultery,  desertion,  cruelty,  and 
indignities  against  him." 

Pensioner,  aged  37  years,  reputation  reported  "  fair,"  testified  before 
the  examiner  at  Syracuse,  N.  Y.,  July  5,  1901,  as  follows: 

I  live<l  with  my  wife,  Augusta  Christopher,  from  the  time  we  were  married  (Au- 
gust 28,  1890)  until  February  26,  1896,  when  I  left  home  and  have  never  lived  with 
her  since. 

Q.  Did  you  leave  her  or  did  she  leave  you? 

A.  I  left  her. 

Q.  What  provision  did  you  make  for  her  support  when  you  left  hei^ 

A.  I  left  her  all  the  provisions  we  had  in  the  house,  and  a  horse  and  buggy.  She 
had  some  money.  While  I  lived  with  her  I  always  gave  her  all  my  earnings  and 
also  my  pension  money. 

Q.  What  was  the  cause  of  your  leaving  your  wife? 

A.  She  was  never  satisfied  with  anything,  and  she  had  such  a  bad  temper  I  could 
not  get  along  with  her,  so  I  picked  up  a  few  of  my  things  and  left  her. 

Q.  What  did  she  say  when  you  left  her? 

A.  She  offered  to  help  me  put  my  trunk  in  the  buggy  when  I  left  and  she  said, 
"Go  on;  I  can  get  along  without  you."  *  *  *  The  only  fault  I  had  to  find  with 
my  wife  was  her  bad  temper  while  we  lived  together.  There  was  never  to  my 
knowledge  anything  against  her  morality  and  chastity  while  we  lived  together. 
She  was  always  in  trouble  with  her  neighbors  and  we  had  not  been  in  Germany  a 
week  before  she  and  my  mother  quarreled. 

Q.  Did  she  ever  charge  you  with  being  intimate  with  other  women  before  you 
left  her? 

A.  I  don't  think  she  claimed  this  right  out,  but  she  made  hints  that  way.  There 
was  nothing  to  this,  for  I  was  not  intimate  with  other  women.  The  only  reason 
I  liad  for  leaving  her  was  that  she  had  such  a  quarrelsome  and  bad  temper  that 
I  could  not  live  with  her;  I  left  her  with  furniture  and  household  goods  worth  at 
least  from  f  150  to  f  175.  She  lived  here  for  a  while  after  I  left  her,  and  then  she 
went  to  Cleveland,  Oswego  County,  N.  Y.,  and  went  to  living  with  one  Frank  Ter- 
penny, about  two  years  ago  this  spring  (1899),  and  I  am  informed  that  she  has  been 
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alone  with  him  in  the  house.  I  have  filed  a  complaint  for  absolute  divorce  against 
my  wife  on  the  grounds  that  she  had  been  for  more  than  a  year  and  is  now  living  in 
open  and  notorious  adultery  with  said  Frank  Terpenny.  I  do  not  know  that  I  can 
prove  the  specific  act  of  adultery,  but  I  can  prove  that  they  have  been  alone  in  the 
same  house  and  that  said  Frank  Terpenny  has  recently  been  divorced  from  his  wife 
on  the  grounds  of  having  committed  adultery  with  other  women. 

Claimant  denies  that  the  separation  was  by  mutual  agreement  or 
consent,  but  contends  that  he  deserted  her  without  cause. 

The  pensioner  although  duly  served  witii  a  copy  of  the  appeal  in 
this  case  at  Cheyenne,  Wyo.,  February  16,  1903,  has  entered  no 
appearance,  or  in  any  manner  contested  the  appeal. 

After  careful  consideration  of  all  the  testimony  the  conclusions 
reached  by  the  Department  may  be  briefly  summarized  as  follows: 

First.  To  entitle  a  wife  to  one-half  her  husband's  pension  under  the 
act  of  March  3,  1899,  she  is  required  to  establish  the  fact  that  she  is  a 
woman  of  good  moral  character  by  satisfactory  affirmative  proof,  and 
can  not  rest  this  branch  of  her  claim  upon  the  legal  presumption  that 
"in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary  a  person's  character  is  pre- 
sumed to  be  good." 

Second.  The  testimony  as  to  claimant's  good  moral  character  is  not 
outweighed  by  the  fact  that  after  the  alleged  marital  desertion  claim- 
ant, in  answer  to  her  advertisement  for  a  position  as  housekeeper, 
entered  into  the  service  of  a  man  whose  wife  procured  a  divorce  from 
him  on  account  of  adulter}''  with  a  previous  housekeeper,  no  immoral 
act  or  undue  familiarity  on  the  part  of  claimant  being  shown  during 
her  entire  residence  with  him  of  over  two  years. 

Third.  The  decree  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  dismissing 
pensioner's  bill  for  divorce^  on  its  merits,  in  conformity  with  the 
report  of  the  referee  duly  appointed  to  take  testimony  and  report,  the 
bill  being  based  on  adultery  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by  claim- 
ant with  her  said  employer  during  her  said  residence  with  him,  is 
accepted  by  the  Department  in  this  case  as  satisfactory  and  conclusive 
evidence  that  her  relations  with  her  said  employer  were  not  adulterous. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  accordingly  reversed  and  the  papers  in 
the  case  are  herewith  returned. 


RESTORATION— SKCri ION  4710,  REVISED  8TATUTES-BROPPING. 

Charles  W.  Berger. 

Soldier  being  a  pensioner  at  the  rate  of  $8  per  month  ceased  to  draw  his  pension 
subeequent  to  September,  1864,  and  was  thereafter  dropped  from  the  roll  under 
section  4719,  Revised  Statutes.  On  application  for  restoration,  his  name  was 
restored  at  the  rate  of  $4  per  month,  the  rate  to  which  he  was  shown  to  be 
entitled  by  the  certificate  of  a  medical  examination  held  under  the  claim. 

Hdd:  No  error. 
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Assistant  Secretary  M.  W.  Miller  to  the  Comm,issioner  of  Pensums^ 

April  15,  1903. 

Charles  W.  Berger  enlisted  as  a  private  in  Company  B,  Ninty-sixth 
Pennsylvania  Volunteer  Infantry,  September  23,  1861,  and  was  dis- 
charged January  27,  1863,  for  disability. 

He  was  pensioned  from  discharge  at  $8  per  month  for  chronic 
diarrhea,  and  was  paid  to  September  4,  1864. 

Thereafter  his  pension  was  dropped,  under  section  4719,  for  failure 
for  three  years  to  claim  his  pension. 

March  11,  1884,  he  applied  for  restoration.  April  2, 1886,  he  died, 
and  October  6,  1887,  his  name  was  restored  to  the  roll  at  $4  per 
month  for  chronic  diarrhea  and  resulting  piles,  from  September  4, 
1864,  date  of  dropping. 

October  19, 1901,  his  widow,  Elizabeth  Berger,  filed  in  this  Depart- 
ment what  purports  to  be  a  specification  of  erroi*s  on  the  part  of  the 
Bureau  in  failing  to  allow  pension  at  the  rate  of  (8  per  month  (instead 
of  $4)  from  date  of  dropping,  that  being  the  original  allowance.  This 
paper  was  referred  to  the  Bureau  and,  treating  it  as  an  application  for 
rerating,  the  action  restoring  his  pension  at  $4  per  month  instead  of 
(8,  the  original  allowance,  was  adhered  to.  ^ 

Accompanying  the  specifications  is  an  argument  in  which  it  is  con- 
tended that  inasmuch  as  claimant  was  in  receipt  of  $8  per  month  at 
the  date  of  last  payment  (September  4,  1864),  and  inasmuch  as  the 
original  certificate  of  the  medical  examiner  showed  that  he  was 
entitled  to  that  rating,  the  presumption  is  that  he  was,  and  has  been 
ever  since,  disabled  to  the  same  degree  and  was  entitled  to  restoration 
at  the  original  rate;  and  that  this  presumption  is  strengthened  by  the 
fact  that  within  two  years  of  the  medical  examination  under  which  he 
was  restored  to  the  rolls  death  resulted  from  pensioned  causes. 

This  would  be  sound  reasoning  if  the  restoration  was  based  upon 
presumption,  but  such  is  not  the  fact. 

The  statute  providing  for  the  dropping  of  pensions  for  failure  to 
claim  the  same  when  due,  and  also  providing  for  restoration,  is  section 
4719,  Revised  Statutes,  which  reads  as  follows: 

The  failure  of  any  pensioner  to  claim  hiB  pension  for  three  years  after  the  same 
shall  have  become  due  shall  be  deeme<l  presumptive  evidence  that  such  pension  has 
le^ly  terminated  by  reason  of  the  pensioner's  death,  remarriage,  recovery  from  the 
disability,  or  otherwise,  and  the  pensioner's  name  shall  })e  stricken  from  the  liHt  of 
pensionenB,  subject  to  the  right  of  restoration  to  the  same  on  a  new  application  by 
the  pensioner,  or,  if  the  pensioner  is  dead,  by  the  widow  or  minor  children  entitled 
to  receive  the  accrued  pension,  accompanied  by  evidence  satisfactorily  accounting 
for  the  failure  to  claim  such  pension,  and  by  medical  evidence  in  cases  of  invalids 
who  were  not  exempt  from  biennial  examinations  as  to  the  continuance  of  the 
disability. 

From  this  it  is  seen  that  while  a  pension  may  be  dropped  upon  pre- 
sumption, it  requires  evidence  to  restore  it,  and  in  case  of  '^  invalids 
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who  were  not  exempt  from  biennial  examinations "  medical  evidence 
showing  continuance  is  required.  Claimant's  pension  was  that  of  an 
invalid,  and  under  the  then  existing  statute  he  was  required  to  submit 
himself  to  biennial  examinations. 

It  was,  therefore,  not  only  necessary  that  ho  should  satisfactorily 
account  for  his  failure  to  claim  his  pension,  but  he  was  also  required 
to  submit  medical  evidence  showing  continuance  of  disabilities. 

The  biennial  examinations  referred  to  in  the  statute  were  for  the 
pui'pose  of  informing  the  Bureau  not  only  as  to  continuance  of  a  pen- 
sionable disability  but  also  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  degree  of 
disability  every  two  years,  and  upon  receipt  of  the  medical  certificate 
made  upon  such  examinations  the  pension  might  be  dropped  if  it  was 
divsclosed  that  the  disabilities  had  ceased;  or  it  might  be  diminished  if 
the  disabilities  were  shown  to  have  diminished  or  increased  if  the  con- 
trary was  shown.     (J.  C.  King,  9  P.  D.,  4:30.) 

Recognizing  this  rule  the  soldier,  when  he  applied  for  restoi'ation, 
filed  medical  evidence  tending  to  show  continuance  of  his  pensioned 
disability  and  to  what  extent  he  was  and  had  been  disabled  thereby. 
That  evidence  is  with  the  record,  and  consists  of  affidavits  signed  by 
claimant's  physician  in  1885  and  1887.  That  of  1885  is  to  the  effect 
that  claimant  consulted  affiant  in  1874,  when  affiant  found  that  he  had 
chronic  diarrhoea  which  would  be  brought  on  by  a  "little  overexertion, 
lifting  or  any  labor  requiring  much  exertion."  That  at  times  he  was 
"not  able  to  control  the  bowels  long  enough  to  get  out  to  stool;  he 
was  also  troubled  with  prolapsus  of  the  rectum,  working  for  one  hour 
to  return  it." 

From  this  and  jaundice  resulting  therefrom  he  says,  "I  should  not 
think  him  more  than  one-half  a  man  physically,  and  since  last  June  no 
man  at  all."    This  affidavit  was  made  in  November,  1885. 

The  other  affidavit  was  made  in  April,  1887,  after  the  death  of 
claimant,  and  in  it  he  says  that  "lifting  or  working  hard  or  over  a 
certain  amount  of  exercise  would  bring  on  the  diarrhoea.  *  *  * 
His  business  was  farming  and  compelled  to  work,  though  never  able 
to  work  as  hard  as  a  farmer  ought  to  work." 

The  medical  certificate  made  April  30,  1884,  upon  his  application 
for  restoration,  is  as  follows: 

.  Age  40  years;  height  5  feet  7  inches;  weight  194  ix)un<lfi;  pulse  84,  respiration  20, 
temperature  99. 

The  tongue  and  skin  present  a  normal  appearance;  we  find  no  tenderness  over 
abdominal  region,  and  no  tympanitis.  The  liver  and  spleen  are  in  normal  condition; 
muscular  system  is  well  nourished.  The  sphincter  and  muscles  are  very  much 
relaxed,  causing  Involuntary  discharges  from  the  bowels  on  attempting  to  lift 
heavily.  There  are  four  internal  hemorrhoidal  tumors  varying  from  one-fourth  to 
one-half  inch  in  diameter. 

We  find  no  physical  signs  of  chronic  diarrhoea  with  exception  of  the  disease  of 
rectum,  upon  which  the  rating  is  solely  hased. 

They  rate  him  one-half,  ^  p^r  month. 


DECISIONS   RBLATIKG   TO   PENSIONS.  395 

Thus  neither  the  evidence  filed  by  claimant  and  his  widow  nor  that 
of  the  official  board  of  surgeons  discloses  more  than  one-half  disability 
for  manual  labor,  which  is  covered  by  the  rating  allowed  by  the 
Bureau,  $4:  per  month. 

It  is  true  that  the  evidence  shows  that  during  the  soldier's  last  ill- 
ness he  was  totally  disabled,  but  this  is  shown  to  have  been  the  case 
only  subsequent  to  his  last  medical  examination,  and  increase  can  only 
be  allowed  from  date  of  last  medical  examination,  and  (since  the  bien- 
nial examinations  have  been  dispensed  with — June  21, 1879),  then  only 
upon  an  application  for  increase  or  upon  an  examination  ordered  by 
the  Bureau.  In  this  case  the  claimant  had  not  applied  for  increase  nor 
had  an  examination  been  directed  by  the  Bureau. 

There  is  no  error  in  the  action  of  the  Bureau,  and  the  same  is 
affirmed. 


disiioyaltt— section  4716  of  the  revtseb  statutes-joint  beso- 

l.ution  of  jultt  1,  1908— restobation. 

James  M.  Lawrence. 

The  exception  to  the  first  Hection  of  the  joint  resolution  of  July  1, 1902,  wherein  it  is 
Btate^l  that  the  benefits  of  the  resolution  shall  not  apply  to  those  (soldiers)  who 
had  a  prior  Confederate  service,  and  enlisted  in  the  military  service  of  the  United 
States  after  January  1,  1865,  applies  to  all  members  of  the  First,  Second,  Third, 
Fourth,  Fifth,  and  Sixth  regiments  United  States  Infantry,  as  well  as  to  all  other 
soldiers  who  had  a  Confederate  service. 

AnfihUmt  Secretary  M,   W,  Miller  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

.  April  «7,  1903. 

James  M.  Lawrence,  formerly  private  Company  I,  Sixth  United 
States  Volunteer  Infantry,  filed  a  claim  for  restoration  under  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  June  21,  1902,  which  was  rejected  October  21, 1902, 
in  the  following  stated  language: 

Approved  for  rejection  of  claim  for  restoration  on  the  ground  of  disloyalty,  as  it  is 
shown  by  the  records  of  the  War  Department  that  the  soldier  voluntarily  aided  and 
alietted  the  late  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the  United  States.  Subsequent 
legislation  does  not  change  the  status  of  the  claim. 

By  an  entry  on  the  jacket  of  the  claim,  dated  March  9,.  1903,  it 
appears  that  claimant's  attorneys  were  notified  that  the  claimant  had 
no  title  under  the  joint  resolution  approved  July  1,  1902,  because  he 
enlisted  in  the  Army  of  the  United  States  subsequent  to  January  1, 
1865.  An  examination  of  the  papers  shows  that  claimant  filed  another 
claim  December  20,  1902,  in  which  the  said  joint  resolution  was  set 
up.     The  entry  of  March  9,  1903,  was  a  rejection  of  that  claim. 

With  the  papers  in  the  claim  was  the  following  report: 

Respectfully  transmitted  to  the  honorable  Secretary  with  the  opinion  that  the 
action  appealed  from  should  be  adhered  to.    The  ground  of  rejection,  under  the 
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recent  (^instruction  of  the  joint  resolution  of  July  1,  1902,  is  not  now  tenable,  but 
the  claim  would  have  to  be  again  rejected  on  the  ground  of  soldier's  enlistment  after 
January  1,  1865. 

From  the  rejection  of  the  claim  on  the  ground  that  claimant  enlisted 
in  the  Army  of  the  United  States  after  January  1, 1865,  the  attorneys 
of  claimant  filed  an  appeal  to  the  Department  April  15, 1903,  in  whieL 
are  the  following  contentions: 

Referring  to  the  claim  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  constnied  by 
the  joint  resolution  of  July  1,  1902,  of  James  M.  Lawrence,  Company  I,  Sixth  United 
States  Volunteer  Infantry,  certificate  No.  758999,  we  have  the  honor  to  request  the 
review  of  the  action  of  the  Bureau  of  Pensions. 

This  applicant  applied  for  pension  December  19,  1902,  and  the  claim  was  rejected 
on  the  ground  that  he  did  not  enlist  in  the  United  States  service  prior  to  January  1 , 
1865.  It  is  therefore  apparently  considered  that  members  of  the  six  repments  of 
United  States  Volunteer  Infantry  mentioned  in  the  joint  resolution  of  July  1,  UX)2« 
are  included  within  that  part  of  the  proviso  excluding  those  who  enlisted  after  Jan- 
uary 1,  1865. 

By  the  said  joint  resolution  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes,  was  amended  to  admit 
to  {)ensionable  title  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  those  who  served  in  the  Confeder- 
ate army  or  navy,  with  certain  exceptions  found  in  the  proviso,  which  is  as  follows: 

'^PrmHdedy  however y  That  the  foregoing  shall  not  apply  to  those  who  serveti  in  the 
First,  Second,  Third,  Fourth,  Fifth,  and  Sixth  regiments.  United  States  Volunteer 
Infantry,  who  had  a  prior  service  in  the  Confederate  army  or  navy  and  who  enlisted 
in  said  regiments  while  confined  as  prisoners  of  war  under  a  stipulation  that  they 
were  not  to  be  pensionable  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  nor  to  those  w^ho, 
having  had  such  prior  service,  enlisted  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United 
States  after  the  Ist  day  of  January,  1865." 

The  last  clause  of  this  proviso,  reading  *'  nor  to  those  who,  having  had  such  prior 
service,  enlisted  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States  after  the  Ist  day  of  Jan- 
uary, 1865,"  is  apparently  susceptible  of  two  constructions,  dependent  upon  the 
meaning  of  the  words  **  those  who,  havuig  had  such  prior  service."  From  one  point 
of  view  it  would  seem  that  these  words,  and  consequently  the  limitation  as  to  date 
of  enlistment,  applied  only  to  the  previously  specified  reg^ents,  and  that  the  intent 
of  the  proviso  was  to  exclude  all  the  men  of  said  regiments  who  enlisted  under  the 
stipulation  mentioned,  or  who  enlisted  after  January  1,  1865. 

From  another  point  of  view  it  would  seem  that  the  words  are  susceptible  of  the 
meaning  that  the  limitation  as  to  date  of  enlistment  does  not  apply  to  said  regiments, 
but  to  other  regiments  only.  That  is,  that  the  proviso  as  a  whole  established  two 
classes  who  are  to  be  excluded — (1 )  those  who  served  in  said  regiments  and  enlisted 
under  a  stipulation,  etc.,  and  (2)  those  who  served  in  other  regiments  and  who 
enliste<l  after  January  1,  1865. 

In  other  words,  it  w^ould  seem  that  if  the  limitation  as  to  date  of  enlistment,  found 
in  the  la^t  clause  of  the  proviso,  relates  to  the  six  regiments  mentioned,  it  is  con- 
fined t4)  them  only,  because  it  is  found  in  a  proviso  apparently  specific  to  said  regi- 
ments; but,  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  limitation  be  not  confined  to  those  regiments, 
then  it  does  not  apply  to  them  at  all,  for  the  reason  tliat  the  proviso  as  a  whole  must 
be  regarded  as  having  established  two  classes,  to  one  of  which,  comprising  the  six 
regiments  stated,  certain  conditions  are  applied,  and  to  the  other  of  which,  compris- 
ing regiments  other  than  the  said  six,  other  conditions  are  applied. 

Accepting  the  latter  view,  it  is  submitted  that  all  the  limitations  respecting  the 
title  of  the  six  regiments  named  are  found  in  the  first  part  of  the  proviso,  and  that  the 
limitation  found  in  the  last  clause  of  the  proviso  does  not  apply  to  said  regiments, 
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but  is  confined  to  members  of  other  oi^g^anizations.  If  it  was  intended  that  the  limi- 
tation as  to  date  of  enlistment  was  to  apply  to  the  said  six  regiments,  it  is  submitted 
that  such  a  limitation  would  have  been  expressed  in  that  part  of  the  proviso  relating 
to  said  regiments. 

It  appears  that  two  whole  regiments,  the  Fifth  and  Sixth,  of  the  United  States 
Volunteer  Infantry,  enlisted  after  January  1,  1865,  which  fact  was  known  to  those 
who  drew  the  joint  resolution.  Nevertheless  these  two  regiments  are  named  in  the 
proviso  as  subject  to  the  exception  of  those  who  enlisted  under  the  '' stipulation.'' 
It  would  appear  from  this  that  said  limitation  is  the  only  one  intended  to  apply  to 
these  six  regiments,  and  that  the  other  limitation  as  to  date  of  enlistment  is  confined 
to  members  of  said  oi^ganizations.  It  was  entirely  unnecessary  to  si)ecifical]y  include 
the  Fifth  and  Sixth  raiments  as  subject  to  one  limitation  if  they  would  have  been 
excluded  by  another  and  more  general  limitation. 

It  is  therefore  submitted  that  the  last  clause  of  the  proviso  of  the  joint  resolution 
was  inserted  as  applicable  to,  and  is  confined  to,  members  of  organizations  other  than 
the  six  regiments  specified  in  the  first  part  of  the  proviso. 

The  first  section  of  the  joint  resolution  of  July  1, 1902,  is  as  follows: 

That  the  act  approved  June  twenty-seventh,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety,  entitled 
'*An  act  granting  pensions  to  soldiers  and  sailors  who  are  incapacitated  for  the  per- 
formance of  manual  labor,  and  providing  for  pensions  to  widow,  minor  children,  and 
dependent  parents,"  is  construed  and  held  to  include  all  persons  and  the  widows  and 
minor  children  of  all  deceased  persons,  subject  to  the  limitations  of  said  act,  who 
served  for  ninety  days  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United  States  during 
the  late  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  who  have  been  honorably  discharged  therefrom, 
and  section  forty-seven  hundred  and  sixteen,  Revised  Statutes,  United  States,  is 
amended  accordingly: 

Provided,  however^  That  the  foregoing  shall  not  apply  to  those  who  served  in  the 
First,  Second,  Third,  Fourth,  Fifth,  and  Sixth  regiments  United  States  Volunteer 
Infantry  who  had  a  prior  service  in  the  Confederate  army  or  navy  and  who  enlisted 
in  said  regiments  while  confined  as  prisoners  of  war,  under  a  stipulation  that  they 
were  not  to  be  pensionable  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  nor  to  those  who, 
having  had  such  prior  service,  enlisted  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United 
States  after  the  first  day  of  January,  1865. 

The  proviso  or  exception  to  this  section  is  brought  into  consideration 
by  this  appeal. 

It  is  true,  as  contended,  that  the  six  regiments  named  in  the  proviso 
are  grouped  in  a  class  by  themselves,  but  the  words,  ''having  had 
such  prior  service,"  in  the  latter  part  of  the  proviso,  refer  only  to  a 
prior  Confederate  service.  In  other  words,  the  law  does  not  say,  nor 
can  it  be  held  to  mean,  that  the  *' prior"  Confederate  service  refers 
only  to  a  service  that  ended  in  capture  and  confinement  as  a  prisoner 
of  war  with  a  subsequent  enlistment  in  the  Army  of  the  United  States. 
The  words  "  such  prior  service  "  do  not  refer  to  a  Confederate  service 
attended  by  all  the  above-named  conditions. 

The  law  says,  in  words  as  plain  as  they  can  be  put,  that  the  benefits 
conferred  by  the  first  part  of  the  section  "shall  not  apply"  to  the 
members  of  the  six  regiments  named  who  enlisted  in  the  Army  of  the 
United  States  under  the  specified  conditions,  and  "shall  not  apply" 
to  any  of  those  (soldiers)  who,  after  a  Confederate  service,  enlisted  in 
the  Army  of  the  United  States  after  January  1, 1865. 
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While  it  may  be  true  that  the  m^odbers  of  the  Fifth  and  Sixth  regi- 
ments were  all  enlisted  after  January  1, 1865,  this  fact  can  not  take 
from  the  words  of  the  law  their  manifest  import. 

The  language  of  the  law  is: 

Nor  to  those  (Boldiers)  who,  having  had  sach  prior  (Confederate)  service,  enlisted 
in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United  States  after  the  first  day  of  January 
eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-five. 

This  in  effect  is  a  proviso  to  a  proviso,  and  being  later  in  position,  in 
case  of  doubt,  should  be  considered  as  the  last  expression  of  the  legis- 
lative will.     (See  Sutherland  on  Statutory  Construction,  par.  220.) 

Then  again,  a  proviso  or  exception  in  a  statute  is  strictly  construed, 
and  takes  no  case  out  of  the  enacting  clause  which  is  not  fairly  within 
the  terms  of  the  proviso.  (United  States  v.  Dickson,  15  Peters  U.  S., 
Ul.) 

What  follows,  then,  from  a  consideration  of  the  exception  as  a  whole? 
Fii'st,  that  soldiers  in  the  six  regiments  shall  still  be  held  barred  from 
receiving  money  under  the  terms  expressed  in  section  4716,  Revised 
Statutes,  if  the  conditions  attached  to  them  are  found;  and,  second,  all 
soldiers  who  had  a  prior  Confederate  service  and  who  enlisted  after 
January  1,  1865,  in  the  Army  of  the  United  States  are  also  to  be  held 
barred. 

The  last  includes  the  first,  and  any  member  of  any  one  of  the  six 
regiments  mentioned  in  the  first  part  of  the  proviso  or  exception  who 
enlisted  in  the  Army  of  the  United  States  after  the  1st  day  of  Janu- 
ary, 1865,  is  barred  from  receiving  money  on  account  of  any  pension 
to  which  he  might  otherwise  have  been  entitled. 

The  appellants  have  no  tenable  ground  for  their  contention  that  the 
members  of  the  six  regiments  constitute  one  class  to  which  enlistment 
after  January  1,  1865,  does  not  apply  for  the  reason  that  the  words 
"nor  to  those  who  having  had  such  prior  service"  refer  to  all  soldiers 
without  exception.  The  intention  of  Congress,  gathered  from  the 
words  used,  is  that  an  enlistment  in  the  Anny  of  the  United  States 
(bj^  any  soldier  who  had  served  in  the  Confederate  Army)  after  Janu- 
ary 1,  1865,  should  take  him  out  from  the  benefits  of  the  joint  resolu- 
tion. This  surcl}^  applies  to  the  members  of  the  six  regiments  as  well 
as  to  every  other  soldier  with  a  Confederate  serv'icc. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  from  which  the  appeal  was  filed  is  affirmed. 


commencement— deci4aration— act  june  27,  1890. 

Christine  Coomer  (widow). 

The  widow  executed  a  declaration  for  pension  Deceml)er  24,  1900,  and  the  same  was 
flled  February  4,  1901,  from  which  latter  date  pension  was  allowed.  From  ihia 
action  she  appealeii,  contending  that  it  should  be  allowed  to  commence  on  the 
date  of  executing  the  declaration  therefor. 
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A  pension  under  section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  can  commence  oniy  from  the 
(late  of  filing  of  declaration  in  the  Pension  Office  subsequent  to  the  soldier's 
death. 

A^ifistant  Secretary  Jf,   W.  MiUer  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

April  27,  1903. 

Christine  Coomer,  a«  the  widow  of  John  E.  Coomer,  who  served  as 
private  in  Company  D,  Third  Kentucky  Volunteer  Infantry,  from 
November  5,  1861,  to  January  10,  1865,  executed  a  declaration  for 
pension  December  24,  1900,  under  section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  which  declaration  was  filed  in  the  Pension  OflSce  February  4, 
1901. 

This  claim  was  allowed  by  the  Bureau,  commencing  on  the  day  of 

tiling  the  same,  from  which  action  claimant  appealed  July  18,  1901, 

contending  that  said  pension  should  be  allowed  to  commence  on  the 

day  of  executing  the   declaration,   and  to  support  this  contention 

quoted  from  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  follows: 

Such  widow  Hhall,  upon  due  proof  of  her  husband's  death,  without  proving,  his 
death  to  be  the  result  of  his  anny  service,  be  placed  on  the  pension  roll  from  the 
date  of  application  therefor  under  this  act,  at  the  rate  of  $8  per  month. 

There  is  no  evidence  in  this  case  tending  to  show  where  claimant's 
declaration  was  from  December  24,  1900,  the  day  she  executed  the* 
same,  until  February  4,  1901,  the  day  it  was  received  by  the  Pension 
Bureau.  In  the  absence  of  such  testimony  it  is  presumed  that  the 
declaration  was  in  possession  of  claimant,  and  the  delay  in  filing  was 
caused  by  her  negligence  and  through  no  fault  on  the  part  of  the 
Bureau. 

The  question  raised  by  this  appeal  is.  What  is  meant  by  the  expres- 
sion "date  of  application"  as  used  in  section  3  of  said  act?  Does  it 
mean  the  day  oi  executing  the  declaration,  as  is  contended  by  the 
claimant  in  this  case,  or  does  it  mean  the  day  on  which  the  declaration 
is  filed  in  the  Pension  Office?  Section  2  of  said  act,  which  provides 
a  pension  for  invalid  soldiers,  says  that  ''such  pension  shall  commence 
from  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  application  in  the  Pension  Office." 
It  is  only  reasonable  to  suppose  that  Congress  intended  the  same  in 
section  8,  which  provides  a  pension  for  the  widows  of  such  soldiers. 

The  word  '^ application"  means  "a  request,"  and  the  mere  writing 
or  filling  out  the  blank  form  of  a  declaration  and  the  qualifying  to 
the  same  before  a  proper  officer  is  not  the  making  of  an  application. 
Such  a  declaration  is  only  the  prescribed  form  and  means  or  instru- 
ment by  which  the  application  is  made,  and  does  not  fulfill  the  purpose 
for  which  it  was  intended  until  it  is  filed  in  the  Bureau,  and  until 
so  filed  is  nugatory.  A  declaration  may  be  properly  executed  but 
destroyed,  or  for  some  reason  never  filed,  and  hence  application  never 
be  made.  If  the  Bureau  allowed  a  pension  to  commence  from  the  date 
of  executing  the  declaration  therefor,  instead  of  the  date  of  filing  of 
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the  same,  it  would  be  an  inducement  to  the  fraud  and  perjury  of  ante- 
dating all  declarations. 

In  view  of  the  above  facts  the  Department  has  held  that  a  claim  for 
pension  under  section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  can  commence 
only  from  the  date  of  filing  of  declaration  subsequent  to  the  soldier^s 
death.     See  the  case  of  Mary  J.  Fisk  (11  P.  D.,  162). 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  allowing  claimant's  pension  to  commence 
on  the  day  that  the  declaration  was  filed  was  proper,  and  is  hereby 
affirmed. 


appeal..— typewritten  signature  of  attorney. 

Katie  Cousens. 

As  a  general  rule,  an  attomey'fi  appeal  on  the  merits  of  a  claim  which  is  signed  only 
in  typewriting  will  not  be  entertained  unless  accompanied  by  a  duly  executed 
power  of  attorney  from  the  claimant  authorizing  such  attorney  to  appeal,  and 
will  then  be  accepted  as  sufficient  only  for  a  review  of  such  claim  on  its  merits. 

As»istant  Secretary  M.   Wi  JUtUer  to  the  Commissioner  of  PensUmJS^ 

April  ^,  190S. 

This  claimant,  Katie  Cousens,  on  August  13,  1892,  filed  a  declara- 
*  tion,  Claim  No.  564943,  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
as  widow  of  Prentiss  M.  Cousens,  formerly  of  Company  B,  Fifth 
Maine  Infantry,  and  deceased  January  19,  1891. 

Said  claim  was  rejected  first  in  January,  1894,  and  again  in  April, 
1898,  on  the  ground  that  *'it  is  not  proved  nor  presumable  that 
claimant  is  the  widow  of  the  soldier;"  and  on  October  12,  1891, 
this  appeal  was  filed,  signed  in  typewritten  signature  with  the  name 
of  Tolman  &  Co.  as  attorneys,  and  accompanied  by  a  written  power  of 
attorney  from  the  claimant  to  said  Tolman  &  Co.  to  prosecute  any 
claim  for  pension  filed  by  her  "either  before  the  Commissioner  of 
Pensions  or  before  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,"  said  appeal  con- 
tending that  the  evidence  shows  this  claimant  is  the  soldier's  widow. 

In  your  report  you  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  this  appeal  is  signed 
in  typewriting  only.  Such  a  signature,  if  made  with  the  party's  sanc- 
tion, is  ordinarily  good  in  law.  (22  Am.  and  Eng.  Encyc.  of  Law, 
728,  and  note;  Hamilton  v.  State,  53  Am.  Rep.,  491,  and  note;  Water- 
man on  Spec.  Perf.  of  Cont.,  sec.  240;  2  Wharton  on  Evidence,  sees. 
873,  889.) 

It  is  seen  from  these  authorities,  however,  that  the  use  of  such  sig- 
natures is  of  questionable  legality  and  propriety  and  is  open  to  grave 
objections,  owing  to  the  fact  that  their  validity  depends  upon  the 
party's  sanction  and  to  the  difficulty  often  in  establishing  this  essential 
fact,  which  must  be  shown  in  case  any  contest  as  to  the  verity  of  the 
signature  is  made. 

In  order  that  a  printed  signature  may  be  accepted  as  adequate  to 
bring  the  party  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  it  would  appear  such 
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party  must  have ''  written  other  parts  of  the  memorandum  or  *  *  * 
done  other  acts  amounting  to  a  recognition  of  his  printed  name."  (2 
Wharton  on  Ev.,  sec.  873.)  And  ^Mn  New  York  a  printed  signature, 
under  the  Revised  Statutes,  is  insufficient."  (Davis  v.  Shields,  26 
Wend.,  351,  and  note  6.) 

While  the  filing  of  an  appeal  does  not  involve  so  serious  conse- 
quences prejudicial  to  a  claimant  as  does  the  execution  of  a  writing  in 
bringing  a  party  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  it  may  involve  to  a  con- 
siderable and  vital  extent  the  righte  of  contesting  attorneys  in  the 
pension  claim,  and  the  time  and  efforts  of  the  Government  which 
might  be  employed  in  adjudicating  such  claims  on  their  merits  should 
not,  if  possible  to  avoid  it,  be  expended  in  deciding  questions  of  dis- 
puted signatures  of  attorneys,  the  decision  of  which  can  affect  only 
such  attorney's  right  to  a  fee,  and  not  the  merits  of  the  claim  in  which 
he  appears. 

There  is  no  Federal  statute  as  to  executing  appeals  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  and  the  matter  is  one  entirely  for  departmental  regu- 
lation, and  in  regulating  which  the  Department  desires  and  aims  only 
to  safeguard  the  interests  of  the  claimant,  the  attorney,  and  the  Gov- 
ernment alike  and  secure  a  speedy  and  satisfactory  settlement  of  all 
claims. 

In  this  case,  there  is  nothing  to  indicate  that  the  typewritten  signa- 
ture of  the  appellant  attorney  company  was  authorized  by  it,  except 
the  fact  that  there  was  filed  concurrently  with  such  appeal  a  written 
power  of  attorney  executed  by  the  claimant  authorizing  said  company 
to  prosecute  her  claim  before  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  This  may 
be  accepted  as  sufiicient  evidence  of  the  verity  of  such  signature  of 
said  company  to  warrant  acceptance  of  this  appeal  for  the  purpose  of 
reviewing  the  claim  on  its  merits.  Were  it  an  appeal  taken  in  the 
attorney's  own  right,  as  to  a  question  of  recognition  or  fee,  it  might 
not  be  so  accepted;  and  the  fact  that  this  appeal  is  entertained  is  not 
to  be  taken  as  in  any  way  prejudicing  the  consideration  of  any  ques- 
tion of  this  company's  title  to  recognition  or  to  fee  which  may  arise 
herein.  Nor  is  the  acceptance  of  this  appeal  to  be  taken  as  any 
authority  for  accepting  similar  appeals  in  the  future  which  may  not 
be  accompanied  by  such  cxjncurrent  powers  of  attorney.  This  appeal 
is  entertained  only  because  of  its  peculiar  facts,  and  its  acceptance 
must  be  limited  to  such  facts,  as  in  the  similar  case  of  Sylvester  F. 
Blake,  decided  August  13, 1902  (Letter  Book  No.  511,  p.  445). 

It  may  be  laid  down  as  a  general  rule  that  an  attornej^'s  appeal  on 
the  merits  of  a  claim  which  is  signed  only  in  typewriting  will  not  be 
entertained  unless  acconqmnied  by  a  duly  executed  power  of  attoruQy 
from  the  claimant  authorizing  such  attorney  to  appeal,  and  will  then 
be  accepted  as  suflScient  only  for  a  review  of  the  appealed  claim  on  its 
merits. 
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MARinAGK—EVlDKNCK— IMPEDIMENT. 

Mary  Marsh  (as  avtdow). 

The  evidt'iKV  failH  to  show  Hatisfactorily  that  the  two  fornirr  niarriai^t^  of  tlie 
rlaiiiiant's  alU»^e<l  husband  >ven»  illegal  or  have  Ijeeii  dissolved  by  either  death 
or  divorce.     (Mary  J.  Gilliland,  13  P.  D.,  90.) 

AiSsistffNf  Sci/'t'fanjM.  W.  Miller  to  the  Cf/jnniU.sHmir  of  Pensions^ 

May  16,  1903. 

Mary  Marsh  filed  a  claim  for  pension  under  the  general  law  Aucrust 
21,  1S94,  a.s  the  widow  of  Isi^ael  M.  Marsh,  fonnerly  a  privaU^  in 
Company  (J,  Third  Minnesota  Infantry,  who  died  July  11,  18J>4. 

This  claim  was  rejected  August  27, 1901,  on  the  ground  of  claimant's 
inability,  though  aided  by  a  thorough  special  examination  to  establish 
h(*r  title  jis  the  legal  widow  of  soldier  by  proof  of  death  or  divorce  of 
former  wives. 

From  this  action  an  appeal  was  filed  October  10, 1901. 

It  appears  that  the  soldier  was  married  three  times  prior  to  his 
mari'iag<*  with  the  claimant.  His  first  wife  died  about  1855.  He  then 
married  a  widow  named  Mary,  with  whom  he  lived  a  short  time. 
Having  left  her  about  ISOi,  it  is  claimed,  he  married  Abbie,  with 
whom  he  lived  until  about  1S69,  when  they  separated.  He  married 
the  claimant  in  1877.  It  has  not  becMi  shown  that  he  was  divorced 
from  the  widow,  Mary,  or  what  has  become  of  her.  Abbie  w^as  living 
and  was  examined  by  a  sj)ecial  examiner  in  1899  and  in  1900.  It  was 
held  l)y  the  Department  in  the  case  of  Mary  J.  Gilliland  (13  P.  D., 
90),  that - 

The  Gov(irnmcnt  is  not  called  upon,  or  required,  in  a  pension  claim,  to  prove  any 
issue;  and  in  the  case  of  a  disput^^d  marriage  the  burden  of  proof  does  not  shift  to 
the  ( Jovenmient  to  prove  the  legality  of  any  marriage.  The  Government  irt  neither 
the  defen<lant  nor  contentant  in  a  i)€Usion  claim,  but  is  re<iuired,  under  the  law,  to 
pa.ss  upon  the  evidence  in  such  a  claim,  subject  to  the  ruleh<  and  laws  which  univer- 
sally obtain. 

This  claimant  has  failed  to  prove  her  marriage  with  the  soldier  to 
be  l<»gal  for  the  reason  that  the  death  or  divorce  of  the  second  wife, 
Mary,  has  not  l)een  shown,  and  illegality  of  the  marriage  with  Abbio 
who  is  living,  or  divorce  from  her,  has  not  ])een  established.  The 
appeal  contends,  'Mt  is  not  understood  how  the  Pension  Bureau  can 
hold  that  claimant's  marriage  to  the  soldier  was  illegal  because  of  his 
marriage  to  Abbie,  and  not  hold  that  the  marriage  to  Abbie  was  illegal 
})ecausc  of  the  marriage  to  the  second  wife,  the  widow  Maiy."  It  has 
not  been  so  held.  The  death  or  divorce  of  the  former  wives  of  the 
claimant's  allc^ged  husl)and  has  not  been  shown.  The  argumenlfc  that, 
*Mn  the  case  at  bar  it  is  sulnnittcd  that  the  death  or  divorce  of  the 
second  wife,  ilary,  and  tl^  divorce  of  the  third  wife,  Abbie,  should 
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be  presumed,  particularly  as  there  is  no  contesting  widow,"  is  met  by 
the  statement  in  the  Gilliland  case  as  follows: 

The  Governiuent  does  not,  in  this  caae,  attack  the  legality  of  appellant's  marriage. 
It  doi»s  not  contest  its  legality,  and  it  does  not  attack  or  contest  any  alleged  marriage 
in  any  pension  claim.  It  simply  rules  that  there  are  not  sufficient  facts  shown  to 
warrant  a  conclusion,  under  the  law,  that  the  marriage  of  the  appellant  and  the  officer 
was  a  legal  one. 

This  rule  is  applicable  to  the  present  .case.  The  illegality  or  disso- 
lution by  death  or  divorce  of  the  former  marriages  of  the  claimant's 
alleged  husband  nmst  be  satisfactorily  shown.  That  has  not  been  done 
in  this  case.  The  action  appealed  from  is,  therefore,  aflSirmed  by  the 
Department. 


MARIUAGK-EVII>KNCK— LAWS  OF  NiCW  JKltSKY. 

Martha  Arose  (as  wiix>w).  . 

(1)  Where  an  actual  marriage  is  shown,  whether  legal  or  illegal,  the  sul)8equent 
cohabitation  of  the  ijarties  and  their  reputation  as  husband  and  wife  must  neces- 
sarily ))e  understooil  as  having  had  their  origin  in  such  marnage  and  can  not  be 
treated  as  presumptive  evideni*  of  a  second  marriage  at  a  Ixiter  date.  ( Voorhees 
V.  Voorhees,  46  N.  .T.  Exi.,  411;  Collins  r.  Voorhees,  47  N.  J.  Et].,  555.) 

(2)  Where  parties  have  intended  marriage,  not  adultery,  being  ignorant  of  an 
existing  impediment,  all  that  is  to  l)e  estabiisheil  by  cohabitation,  apparently 
matrimonial,  after  the  removal  of  the  impediment,  is  the  execution  of  the 
original  purpose  of  the  parties.  In  that  case  the  marriage  relation  is  established 
from  the  removal  of  the  impiHlimcnt.  But  the  matrimonial  intention  of  the 
]>arties  must  hi'  unmistakably  manifest,  and  it  nuist  definitely  appear  that  in  fact 
they  were  honestly  ignorant  of  the  existence  of  the  impediment,  their  lx*lief 
Ijeing  founded  upon  apparently  good  reason. 

AiiUfMtant  Stcrefary  M,  IK   2IllJer  to  the  0/tninM<^lontr  of  Pc^hslonif^ 

May  W,  1003, 

Daniel  Arose  served  in  Company  T,  Fourteenth  New  Jersey  Volun- 
teer 1  nf antry ,  and  was  afterwards  transferrer!  to  Company  D,  Twentietli 
Veteran  Reserve  Corps.  At  the  time  of  his  death,  November  23, 18IM), 
he  was  a  pensioner  under  the  act  of  June  nil,  181^0  (certificate  No.  854508), 
at  the  rate  of  J?0  a  month  for  partial  inabilit}-  to  perform  manual  labor, 
and  an  si[)plicant  for  increase  of  sjiid  pension  under  his  declarations 
filed  February  12,  18i>4,  and  March  20,  181)5. 

Martha  Arose,  soldier's  consort,  survived  him.  She  is  a  claimant  for 
a  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  181K),  alle<^nnj^  herself  to  be  the 
widow  of  said  soldier.  Tier  declaration  (No.  7oi)4i>l)  was  tiled  Novcmu- 
ber  29,  1891).  She  is  also  completin*^  the  jirosecution  of  the  soldier's 
claim  for  increase. 

On  March  22,  1901,  the  Bureau  refused  to  recoj^nize  the  status  of 
Marthii  Aros(»  as  the  lawful  widow  of  said  soldier,  on  the  f^round  that 
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he  had  been  previously  married  to  one  Lydia  Portwine,  from  whom  he 
was  never  divorced,  and  who  lived  until  March  15,  1890,  after  which 
time  no  ceremony  of  marriage  to  unite  said  soldier  and  claimant  took 
place. 

On  May  23, 1901,  she  appealed  from  the  action  refusing  recognition 
of  her  widowhood,  specifying,  in  part,  as  errors: 

1.  In  not  holding  that  there  was  a  common-law  marriage  of  the  late  soldier  and 
the  appellant,  dating  from  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  former  wife  of  eaid  soldier. 

2.  In  not  holding  that  no  ceremonial  marriage  is  required  under  the  laws  of  the 
State  of  New  Jersey,  which  must  govern  in  this  matter. 

Claimant's  argument  is  as  follows: 

It  is  not  the  intention  of  appellant  to  devote  any  considerable  space  to  ai>2^ing  for 
her  contention  at  this  time.  The  facts,  it  is  believed,  will  be  admitted.  There  is 
no  question  as  to  them.  Daniel  Arose,  the  soldier,  did  marry  one  Lydia  Portwine 
prior  to  his  marriage  to  the  appellant.  This  woman  continued  to  live  up  to  March 
15,  1890,  and  the  soldier  was  apparently  never  divorced  from  her,  nor  she  from  him. 
At  the  time  that  the  soldier  married  Martha  Arose,  his  present  widow,  he  had  a 
living  wife,  and  his  marriage  to  her  was  a  nullity.  It  is  not  contended  that  such 
marriage  was  legal,  and  the  claimant  does  not  base  her  right  to  pension  thereon. 
Appellant  bases  her  right  to  pension  on  the  contention  that  there  was  a  common-law 
marriage  between  herself  and  the  soldier,  dating  from  the  day  of  the  removal  of  the 
impediment.  In  this  matter  the  laws  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey  must  govern,  and 
in  that  State  it  has  been  repeatedly  held  that  at  common  law  no  particular  fonn  of 
marriage,  words,  or  ceremony  is  necessary,  mutual  consent  to  the  relation  of  husband 
and  wife  being  sufficient.  It  has  also  been  repeatedly  held  that  marriage  can  Xm 
proven  by  proof  of  cohabitation  or  of  general  reputation  resulting  from  the  conduct 
of  the  parties.     (See  6  Binn.,  405. ) 

It  is  believed  that  the  representations  of  the  claimant  and  the  late  soldier,  together 
with  their  open  cohabitation,  must  be  taken  as  establishing  a  common-law  marria^^rc 
dating  from  the  time  of  the  removal  of  the  impediment.  It  is  submitted  that  such 
is  the  law  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey  and  such  law  must  control  in  the  settlement  of 
this  claim. 

The  history  of  soldier's  matrimonial  ventures  is  as  follows:  On 
August  15,  1862,  the  day  of  his  enlistment,  he  was  married  to  one 
Lydia  Portwine,  probably  a  mere  camp  follower,  with  whom  he  never 
lived,  although  he  suppoited  her  from  his  pay.  In  March,  1864,  while 
soldier  was  at  the  front,  Lydia  married  one  James  Van  Pelt,  with  whom 
she  lived  until  her  death,  on  March  15,  1890.  There  was  no  divorce. 
Soldier  was  informed  of  this  marriage  by  his  mother.  He  never  saw 
Lydia  after  he  married  her.  Assuming  that  he  had  a  right  so  to  do, 
he  married  clahnant,  ceremonially,  in  New  Jersey,  where  all  the  parties 
have  lived,  on  March  30,  1871.     With  her  he  lived  until  his  death. 

It  is  claimed  that  soldier  had  no  legal  capacity  to  contract  marriage 
with  Martha  in  1871;  nor  did  he  have  until  March  15,  1890,  when 
Lydia  died.  The  position  of  the  Bureau  is  that  ^'  claimant's  relation 
with  soldier  was  illegal  and  illicit  in  its  commencement"  and  "it  Is 
presimied  to  continue  until  a  changed  relation  is  proved,  and  actual 
marriage  can  not  be  presumed  from  continued  cohabitation  and  repu- 
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tation  after  the  legal  impediment  by  the  death  of  his  first  wife,"  basing 
the  opinion  upon  the  principles  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Cartwright  v, 
McGown  (121  111.,  388). 

The  leading  case  on  marriage  in  New  Jersey  is  that  of  Voorhees  v. 
Voorhees  (46  N.  J.  Eq.,  411),  the  opinion  in  which  was  amplified 
and  explicated  in  the  case  of  Collins  v.  Voorhees  (47  N.  J.  Eq.,  556), 
which,  in  effect,  was  a  reopening  of  the  preceding  case.  The  facts 
were  these:  A  (Abraham  Voorhees)  and  C  (Camilla  Voorhees)  were 
man  and  wife;  A  secured,  by  fraud,  a  divorce  from  C  and  married 
B  in  September,  1867,  who  knew  of  the  prior  marriage  and  of  the 
divorce,  but  nothing  as  to  the  fraudulent  nature  of  the  divorce. 
C  secured  an  order  setting  aside  the  said  divorce  on  the  ground 
of  fraud.  She  then  obtained  a  decree  of  divorce  from  A.  B,  wife 
No.  2,  knew  nothing  about  these  subsequent  decrees.  She  supposed 
when  she  married  A  that  he  was  legally  divorced  from  C  and  had 
full  capacity  to  contract  matrimony  with  her;  A  knew  better;  he 
knew  that  he  had  no  legal  capacity  to  unite  in  marriage  with  B,  and 
he  kept  from  her  knowledge  of  C's  decree  of  annulment  and  of  divorce. 
His  intention,  therefore,  never  was  to  enter  into  a  matrimonial  rela- 
tion with  B.  From  the  time  of  their  so-called  marriage  until  1874, 
long  after  C's  decree  of  annulment  and  of  divorce,  A  and  B  lived 
together  as  man  and  wife  and  were  generally  reputed  to  be  such.  B 
never  knew  of  A's  scoundrelly  and  fraudulent  conduct  until  after  his 
death.  The  question  at  issue  was  whether  her  cohabitation  with  A, 
together  with  their  reputation  as  man  and  wife,  after  the  removal  of 
the  bar  to  a  lawful  marriage  between,  them,  was  sufficient  evidence 
from  which  a  lawful  marriage  might  be  presumed.  The  decision  of 
the  court  in  Voorhees  v.  Voorhees  was: 

Where  an  actual  marriage  is  shown,  whether  legal  or  illegal,  the  saboequent  cohab- 
itation of  the  parties  and  their  reputation  as  husband  and  wife  must  necessarily  be 
understood  as  having  had  their  origin  in  such  marriage,  and  can  not  be  treated  as 
presumptive  evidence  of  a  second  marriage  at  a  later  date. 

The  court  said: 

The  effect  of  the  abrogation  of  the  decree  of  divorce  was  to  place  Abraham  and 
Camilla  back  in  their  matrimonial  relation  just  where  they  stood  before  that  decree 
was  pronounced.  After  that  decree  was  vacated  they  stood  in  precisely  the  same 
matrimonial  relation  to  each  other  as  though  no  such  decree  had  ever  been  made. 
She  was  his  wife  and  he  was  her  husband.    *    *    * 

The  marriage,  therefore,  which  Abraham  attempted  to  contract  in  September,  1S67, 
was  a  nullity,  and  his  subsequent  cohabitation  with  the  other  woman  (B)  was  just 
as  meritricious,  as  a  matter  of  law,  as  it  would  have  been  if  they  had  consorted 
together  without  going  through  the  form  of  a  marriage.  The  two  essentials  of  a  valid 
marriage  are  capacity  and  consent.  Abraham,  when  he  attempted  to  contract  a 
second  marriage,  was  already  the  husband  of  one  wife,  and  so  could  not,  for  want  of 
capacity,  become  the  husband  of  another  woman.  This  was  not  disputed  on  the 
argument. 

But  it  is  insisted,  inasmuch  as  it  appeared  by  the  proofs  that  Abraham  and  the 
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woman  whom  lie  attempt^nl  to  marry  (B)  live<l  topctlier  as  husband  and  wife,  and 
held  themnelvos  out  t<^)  their  friendH  and  aciiuaintanccHaH  ntanding  in  that  relation  to 
each  other  for  several  years  afti»r  Camilla  had  procured  a  divon*e,  it  is  the  <luty  of  the 
court  to  j)reHume  that  Abraham  and  the  other  woman  (B)  made  a  contract  of  mar- 
riage substMjuent  to  the  divorce.  Then*  can  bt»  no  doul)t  that  cohabitation  and  repu- 
tation will,  under  some  circumstances,  justify  a  presumption  of  marriage.  They  <lo 
not  constituU*  marriage,  but  may,  in  a  case  where  no  actual  marriage,  legal  or  illegal, 
is  shown,  an<l  where  nothing  ap])ear8  in  the  conduct  of  the  parties  to  indicate  that 
their  relations  were  illicit  rather  than  matrimonial,  justify  the  court,  in  j>resuining 
that  the  parties  originally  (^me  together  under  uuitual  promises  to  take  each  other 
for  husband  and  wife  during  their  joint  lives.  A  marriage  is  a  civil  contract  and  no 
ceremonial  i»  indisixmsably  re<iuisite  to  its  creation.  A  contract  of  marriage  nia<ie 
per  verba  de  pnesenti  amounts  to  an  a(;tual  marriage  and  is  valid.  *  *  ♦  But 
the  law  never  indulges  in  presumptions  contrary  to  what  the  fact  is  shown  to  he.  In 
this  case  the  jiroofs  make  it  clear  that  no  marriage  of  any  kind  was  contracte<i  by 
Abraham  with  the  other  woman  (B)  after  he  was  divorce<l  from  Camilla  on  Camilla's 
application. 

It  will  l)o  borne  in  mind  that  B  never  knew  of  the  abroj^tion  of  A:s 
decree  of  divorce  from  C  and  of  C\s  subs(Hjuent  decree  from  A  until 
after  the  d(»ath  of  the  latter.     The  court  said: 

Without  such  knowledge  (i.  e.,  on  B's  part)  there  was  neither  motive  nor  rea8*m 
why  she  hiionld  desire  or  ccmsent  to  a  second  marriage.     *    *    * 

This  being  so,  it  is  not  j)ossibleto  look  ujwn the  cohabitation  of  the  parties  (A  ami 
B)  and  the  reputation  which  they  acquired  as  holding  the  relation  of  husViand  and 
wife  to  each  other,  as  presumptive  evidence  of  a  marriage  contracte<l  by  them  after 
Abraham  accjuired  capacity  to  contract  a  second  marriage,  but  they  must  Ik^  regarde<l, 
as  they  are  in  fa<;t,  simply  as  consecpiences  naturally  resulting  from  the  illegal  con- 
nection formt^l  in  SeptemlnT,  1S67. 

This  is  in  line  with  the  case  of  Cartwright  v,  McCiown  (121  III., 
388),  which  the  court  cites  with  approval. 

Perhsips  the  court  made  itself  clearer  in  the  opinion  rendered  in 
Collins  ?'.  Voorhees  (supra).  In  this  decision,  the  court  refused  to 
infer  a  new  and  valid  contract  of  marriage  from  the  cohabitation  and 
reputjition  of  A  and  B  subsequent  to  the  removal  of  the  imjxMliment 
by  C's  decree  of  divorce  from  A.     The  court  said: 

This  inference  was  rejected  by  this  court  on  two  grounds. 

First,  that  an  interchange  of  consent  was  not  to  be  deduced  from  cohabitation, 
accompanied  with  matrimonial  habit  and  repute,  in  a  case  wherein  it  appeared  that 
the  parties  had  been  living  together  as  husband  and  wife  by  force  of  a  ceremonious 
marriage,  to  which  as  a  valid  ac^t  one  of  the  parties,  in  point  of  fact,  ha<l  not  a-ssented. 

The  (!ourt  found  as  a  fact  in  this  case  that  the  husband,  Voorhees  (A  ),  knew  that 
he  had  no  legal  power  or  right  to  contract  this  second  marriage;  that  he  was  awan^ 
that  the  divorce  fraudulently  obtaine<l  by  him  was  a  nullity;  what  he  did  consent  to 
wa**  to  deceive  the  so-called  second  wife  (B)  and  to  live  with  her  with  the  appear- 
ance of  being  married  to  her;  he  did  not  constant  to  marry  her  in  any  legal  sense 
what<»ver.  Tnder  these  circumstances,  this  court  decided  that  his  (continued  cohab- 
itation with  this  woman  after  the  obstacle  to  their  marriage  ha<l  l)een  remove<l  did 
not  prove  that  he  had  changed  his  original  intent,  which  was  to  live  with  her  with- 
out being  legally  married  to  her.  It  was  decMned  that  cohabitation  with  habit  and 
repute  being  accomimniments  of  the  original  status,  could  not  per  se  be  taken  as 
proof  that  a  new  status  had  been  agreed  to  by  the  parties.     V(x>rhees,  as  just  stated, 
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had  con8ente<l  to  an  illegitimate  connection  attended  with  the  concomitants  of  habit 
and  rt^pute.  The  continuing  of  such  concomitants  could  not,  by  their  unaiisj^isted 
prol>ative  force,  lead,  with  any  show  of  reasoning,  to  the  concliiflion  that  the  man, 
when  he  wan  at  liberty  t^i  form  a  legal  connection  with  the  woman,  had  embraced 
the  opportunity.  To  treat  evidence  which  was  in  all  reH|KK*ts  an<l  to  the  utmost 
<legree  in  accord  with  the  original  puri)ose  as  proving  propria  vigorc  a  change 
of  such  purjMise,  appt»ared  to  lie  not  only  inadmissible  according  to  legal  rules,  but 
as  iHMng  in  logic  ridiculous. 

The  court  then  discussed  the  case  of  Breadalbane  (L.  11. — 2  IT.  L. 
Sc. — 1^()9)  in  whicli  it  was  held  that  a  relationship  originalK  adulterous 
became  matrimonial  after  the  removal  of  the  impediment,  althouj^fh  in 
its  inception  the  parties  knew  that  their  relationshi|)  was  illet^al.  The 
New  Jersey  court  said  that  I^ord  Wesburv — 

in  his  remarks  strangely  compares  the  case  before  him  with  those  instances  where 
the  j)arties  intended  originally  to  marry  and  not  to  commit  adultery,  their  intent 
being  frustrated  by  the  existence  of  some  unknown  obstacle.  And  yet  it  is  pre- 
sumed that  no  one  who  will  look  with  any  care  into  the  subject  will  have  the  slight- 
est doubt  that  these  two  (Masses  of  cases,  with  respect  to  tlie  methods  of  their  proof, 
resjK^ctively  rest  ujHrm  entirely  different  foundations;  for  when  the  parties  have 
intende<l  marriage,  being  ignorant  of  an  existing  impediment,  all  that  is  to  be  estab- 
lished by  cohabitation,  apparently  matrimonial,  subsequent  to  tlie  removal  of  such 
impediment,  is  the  carrying  into  effect  by  the  parties  of  their  original  purpose;  but 
when  the  original  purpose  was  to  live  in  adultery,  the  evidence,  under  similar  cir- 
cumstances, mu.'*t  be  sufficient  to  show  an  abandonment  of  such  purpose  and  the 
execution  of  a  new  one.  These  lines  of  cases  can  l>e  confoumled  onlv  bv  want  of 
careful  observation  of  the  principles  ujx)n  w^hich  they  rest. 

Indeed,  a  careful  examination  of  the  cases,  not  only  of  those  decided 
in  New  Jersey  courts  but  of  those  decided  elsewhere,  shows  this  dis- 
tinction in  fact  if  not  in  terms.  It  has  l)een  generally  held  that  where 
the  relationship  was  illicit  in  its  inception,  it  wiis  presumed  so  to  con- 
tinue in  the  absence  of  evidence  from  which  a  change  in  the  intentions 
of  the  parties  might  lie  presumed.  But  in  every  instance  the  original 
relation  was  not  only  in  law  illicit,  hut  in  fact  meretricious  and  morally 
reprehensible  by  the  will  of  one  or  both  of  the  jmrties.  That  is  to 
say,  one  or  both  of  the  parties  originally  did  not  intend  to  (establish 
the  matrimonial  estjite;  concubinage,  not  matrimony,  was  the  d(\sign 

■ 

of  one  or  both  the  parties.  The  relations  of  the  parties  subsecjuent  to 
the  removal  of  incapacity  to  consent  to  a  contract  of  marriage  arc 
determined  by  the  original  intention  of  the  parties:  if  that  intention 
was  to  liye  in  an  adult(*rous  I'ather  than  in  a  matrimonal  relation,  that 
intention  survives  the  removal  of  the  impediment  and  gives  color  to 
the  subse(|uent  relations  of  the  parties  unless  there  is  evidence  from 
which  it  can  be  determined  or  presumed  that  the  intention  of  the 
parties  has  undergone  a  change.  The  new  relation,  in  that  event, 
springs  into  existeiuje  without  any  reference  to  the  prior  relation. 
The  two  are  sepanite  and  distin(^t  and  rest  upon  cnitindy  different — 
whatf  Intentions;  for  in  all  other  respects  the  relationships  are 
similar. 
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In  the  case  of  Cartwright  v.  McGowii  (121  Illinois,  388),  the  court 
bore  this  distinction  in  mind,  saying: 

« 

Where  both  parties  are  married  in  the  honest  belief,  founded  on  apparently  good 
reason,  that  they  are  capable  of  eiitering  ihto  the  marriage  contract,  when^  in  fact 
one  of  them  is  not,  if  they  continue  to  cohabit  as  man  and  wife  after  the  removal  of 
the  impediment  to  their  lawful  union,  the  law  will  presume  a  common-law  marriage 
by  the  acts  of  the  parties  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  to  prevent  such  presump- 
tion. In  such  a  case  there  are  many  strong  and  cogent  reasons  for  presuming  a  new 
marriage  after  the  removal  of  the  impediment,  even  though  the  parties  may  not 
have  known  of  its  removal.  There  the  cohabitation  in  ignorance  of  facts  rendering 
it  illegal  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  meretricious  or  criminal  until  the  parties  have 
knowledge  of  such  facts.  Their  purpose  in  such  a  union  is  honorable  marriage, 
which  the  law  favors,  and  not  mere  illicit  intercourse. 

There  are  three  ways,  then,  in  which  claimant  and  soldier  might 
have  been  married  after  March  15,  1890:  (1)  By  ceremony;  (2)  by 
agreement,  accompanied  by  the  incidents  of  a  common-law  marriage, 
and  (3)  by  giving  eflFect  to  the  original  intentions  of  the  parties  upon 
the  removal  of  the  impediment  on  March  15,  1890,  if  it  can  be  shown 
certainly  and  definitely  what  those  intentions  were,  provided  it  can  l)e 
further  shown  that  the  parties  were  in  ignorance  of  any  obstacle  to 
the  effectual  consunnnation  of  their  purpose  in  going  through  the 
form  of  a  marriage  ceremony.  The  first  two  modes  rest  upon  the 
basis  of  a  new  contract;  the  third  upon  the  postponed  execution  of  a 
contractual  intention. 

The  first  may  be  dismissed,  as  there  was  no  ceremonial  maiTiage 
after  March  15,  1890. 

As  to  the  second,  it  is  clear  under  the  law  as  defined  by  the  New 
eTersey  courts,  hereinbefore  cited,  that  the  continued  cohabitation  and 
reputation  of  the  parties,  after  tho  removal  of  the  impediment, -can 
not  of  itself  be  treated  as  presumptive  evidence  of  a  new  contract 
unless  some  new  facts  are  shown  indicating  a  change  in  the  character 
of  their  relations.  That  is  to  say,  if  claimant's  widowhood  depends 
upon  some  new  contract  to  establish  the  relation  of  marriage  entered 
into  1)3^  the  parties  subsequent  to  the  death  of  Lydia,  there  must  be 
evidence  of  that  fact  aside  from  the  mere  facts  of  cohabitation  and 
reputation,  else  the  latter  must  be  understood  as  having  had  their 
origin,  not  in  a  new  relation,  but  in  the  same  old  and  unlawful  relation. 
In  order  that  a  new  relation,  a  common-law  marriage,  might  be  estab- 
lished, of  necessity  the  parties  must  have  known  of  the  removal  of  the 
impediment.     Did  they  ? 

Under  date  of  May  4, 1898,  more  than  eight  years  after  the  removal 
of  the  impediment,  soldier  returned  a  circular  giving  family  data  to 
the  Bureau,  in  which  he  stated  that  he  was  married  and  that  his  wife's 
name  was  Martha. 

Were  you  previously  married?  If  eo,  please  state  the  name  of  your  former  wife 
and  the  date  and  place  of  her  <leath  and  divorce. 

A.  Yes;  Lydia.  Never  divorced.  Never  lived  together.  Married  just  before  war. 
Never  seen  her  since. 
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In  this  statement  it  will  be  observed  that  he  says  nothing  as  to 
Lydia's  death,  although  the  question  called  for  an  answer  in  respect 
to  that  matter.  But,  in  a  second  circular  signed  by  him  October  10, 
1899,  he  answered  the  question  in  this  manner: 

Was  married  in  1862,  in  August,  but  never  saw  her  after.     Dead. 

It  is  clear  that  in  1899  he  either  knew  or  guessed  that  Lydia  was 
dead.  In  this  circular  he  acknowledges  Martha  a.s  his  wife.  This 
would  be  sufficient,  in  view  of  all  the  circumstances,  to  prove  a  com- 
mon-law marriage  between  the  parties  that  commenced  sometime 
between  May  4,  1898,  when  he  apparently  did  not  know  that  Lydia 
was  dead,  and  October  10,  1899,  when  it  appears  that  he  did  have 
knowledge  of  her  death — provided  Martha  also  knew  of  the  removal 
of  the  impediment  and  assented  to  the  agreement.  In  fact,  her  assent 
might  be  presumed  if  it  clearly  appeared  that  she  knew  of  Lydia's  death 
at  that  time.  For,  of  course,  the  contract  to  l>e  binding  must  have  been 
mutual,  and  if  she  was  unaware  of  any  change  in  the  conditions  of 
their  relations  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  she  entered  into  a  new 
contract  with  the  soldier,  without  which  knowledge  she  would  have 
neither  motive  nor  reason  to  make  a  new  contract.  It  is  quite  certain, 
however,  that  she  was  unaware  of  the  death  of  Lydia  until  after  her 
huslmnd's  death,  for  she  deposed  that  she  ''  was  told  about  this  matter 
(the  death  of  Lydia)  by  Mr.  Lloyd  who  assisted  me  in  preparing  my 
papers."  If  she  did  know,  and  if  it  is  found  as  a  fact,  that  a  new 
contract  was  made  by  the  parties,  such  a  finding  would  not  avail 
(*laimant,  because  the  date  of  inception  of  this  new  relation,  i.  e., 
marriage,  would  l)e  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890;  hence  she  would  not  be  entitled  to  a  widow's  pension  under 
that  act. 

The  only  remaining  theory  upon  which  her  legal  marriage  to  soldier 
can  be  sustained  is  this:  That  the  parties  in  1871,  ignorant  of  an  exist- 
ing impediment  to  the  consummation  of  a  marriage  contract,  'Mn  the 
honest  belief,  founded  on  apparently  good  reason,"  that  they  were 
"capable  of  entering  into  the  marriage  conti-act,"  although,  in  point 
of  fact,  one  of  the  parties  was  not,  really  intended  marriage,  and  that 
upon  the  removal  of  the  impediment  eo  instanti  their  said  intention 
was  given  full  legal  effect.  That  this  might  be  so,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
is  beyond  doubt.  The  New  Jersey  courts,  as  well  as  those  of  other 
States,  have  so  intimated.  If,  for  example,  the  soldier  had  been  cred- 
ibly informed  that  Lydia  died  while  he  was  in  the  aimy,  and  in  view 
of  that  report  had  married  claimant  and  had  lived  with  her  under  all 
the  circumstances  attending  the  present  case,  then  there  can  be  little 
doubt  that,  with  or  without  knowledge  of  Lydia's  death  in  1890,  the 
parties  would  have  been  legally  married  on  and  after  March  15,  1890, 
because  their  previous  agreement  could  then  be  given  the  effect  that 
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they  originally  intended  that  it  should  have.  If  honorable  marriage 
was  contemplated,  then  the  result  would  have  been  marriage.  If  mere 
concubinage  wfus  the  intention  of  either  party  originally,  then  concu- 
binage and  that  alone  would  have  resulted  unless  a  new  contract  was 
made.  The  conti'actual  features  of  the  connubial  relation  are  often 
misunderstood  or  confused  in  the  popular  idea.  Marriage  itself  is  not 
a  contract;  it  is  a  relation,  the  right,  duties,  and  obligations  of  which 
rest  not  upon  contract,  but  upon  the  statutory  or  common  law  of  the 
state,  which  has  the  right  to  define  and  prescribe  those  rights,  duties,  and 
obligations;  they  are  of  law,  not  of  contract.  It  is  of  contract  that 
the  relation  is  first  established;  but  once  estiiblished  it  is  a  relation  of 
law  and  not  of  (contract.  This  distinction  is  admirabl}-  presented  in 
the  case  of  Adams  r.  Palmer  (51  Maine,  483).  No  man  can  be  the 
husband  of  two  wives  at  the  same  time.  The  relation  of  husband  and 
wife  was  denied  to  soldier  and  claimant  prior  to  1890,  because  he 
already  had  one  wife.  When  that  obstacle  to  the  establishment'of  the 
relation  of  marriage  was  removed,  it  is  possible  that  the  relation  of 
marriage  commenced,  in  execution  of  the  original  intention,  agree- 
ment, or  contmct  of  these  parties.  But  it  must  be  very  clear  that  such 
was  the  original  intention  of  the  parties,  in  the  execution  of  which 
they  were  frustrated  b\'  the  existence  of  some  unknown  impediment. 
If  tills  impediment  is  in  the  nature  of  some  fact  unknown  to  the  par- 
ties, the  case  is  clear.  However,  that  is  not  the  case  with  soldier  and 
this  claimant.  They  were  not  in  ignorance  of  the  fact  that  Daniel 
Arose  and  Lydia  Portwine  were  legally  married  in  1862;  that  they 
had  never  been  divorced,  and  that  Lydia  was  still  living.  What  they 
were  in  ignorance  of,  according  to  appellant's  claim,  was  the  legal 
effect  of  Lydia's  marriage  with  Van  Pelt.  According  to  claimant's 
testimonv,  soldier  considered  himself  legally  free  to  marry;  Lydia's 
second  marriage  operated,  ipso  facto,  as  a  divorce  that  released  him 
from  any  o})ligation  to  her.  He  was  ignorant,  then,  of  the  law,  leather 
than  of  the  facts.  Of  course,  it  is  a  fundamental  principle  of  our 
common  law  that  ignoi*ance  of  the  law  excuses  no  man;  '"ignorantia 
legis  neminem  excusat"  is  an  ancient  and  time-hallowed  maxim  of  our 
law.  Yet  it  is  philosophically  conceivable  how  even  ignonince  of  law, 
or  of  the  legal  effect  of  certain  conduct  constituting  an  impediment  to 
remarriage  might  be  an  impediment  *' unknown'"  in  such  a  sense  that 
upon  its  removal  the  original  intentions  of  the  parties  might  })ecome 
operative.  It  is  the  question  of  intention  always.  But  that  psycho- 
logical j)rocess,  the  '' intention,''  must  be  unmistakably  manifest.  In 
human  affairs  we  can  not,  by  any  mental  process,  unerringly  fathom 
another  man's  purpose;  to  discover  the  latter  we  must  be  guided,  not 
only  by  his  actions,  })ut  by  the  common  experience  of  men.  Applying 
the  evidence  in  this  case,  can  the  'intention"  of  the  parties  be  deter- 
mined with  a  rejisonable  assurance  of  accumcv,  and  was  that  "Mnten- 
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tion  "  marriage  ?  There  is  no  evidence  showing  his  intention  save  what 
comes  through  the  claimant,  an  interested  party.  She  says  that  her 
husband  understood  that  Lydia's  second  marriage  placed  him  at  liberty 
to  contract  the  second  marriage.  But  is  she  a  trustworthy  witness  ? 
Docs  not  herself  interest  disparage  the  value  of  her  testimony?  Did 
she  tell  the  truth  in  her  deposition  when  she  states  that  she  knew  of 
her  husband's  prior  marriage  before  she  married  him,  and  that  he 
thought  himself  at  liberty  to  marry  her,  or  did  she  tell  it  in  her  origi- 
nal affidavits,  when  she  swore  that  her  husliand  had  never  })een  mar- 
ried when  she  married  him;  that  she  did  not  think  that  h(^  was,  and 
that  no  pei'son,  friend,  or  relative,  so  far  as  she  could  ascertiiin,  knew 
of  any  previous  marriage?  Surely  she  has  not  l)cen  ingenuous  about 
a  vital  matt(M-.  It  is  easy  enough  to  ascri})e  intention  to  give  color  to 
conduct  lohg  after  the  fact,  after  the  death  of  one  of  the  interested 
parties. 

Aside  from  th(»se  considerations,  it  is  difficult  to  understand  how,  in 
an  ipnlight(»ncd  community,  such  an  idea  that  a  second  marriage  with- 
out divorce  of  one  party,  propria  vigore,  optu'ates  as  a  divorce  in 
respect  to  the  status  of  the  other  party,  leaving  him  at  li})erty  to  con- 
tract another  marriage.  A  little  inquiry  would  have  plactnl  these 
parties  in  a  position  clearly  to  understand  their  rights — their  position. 
It  is  almost  inconceivable  that  people  should  live  together  as  these 
parties  did  for  nearl}'  three  decades  without  entertaining  any  doul)t  as 
to  the  lawfulness  of  their  cohabitjition,  without  having  had  it  suggested 
to  them  that  they  had  no  right  to  marry  under  the  circumstjinces;  in 
other  words,  without  being  aware  of  the  existence  of  an  impediment. 

Under  no  view  of  the  law  and  of  the  facts,  then,  can  it  be  determined 
that  claimant  is  the  legal  widow  of  the  soldier  according  to  the  laws 
of  New  Jersey — not  even  by  the  most  liberal  interpretation  of  the 
decisions  of  courts  regarding  those  matters. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


•     i>msion  of  pensioxs— f^vilttre  to  prosecitte— llf^recttion. 

Harriet  Randall  v,  Jacob  Randall. 

Claimant  filed  her  application  March  13,  1902,  for  one-half  her  hushand'H  pension 
and  ilelayed  for  over  a  year  to  file  any  evidence  in  support  then^of.  The  rt^jec- 
tion  of  her  pai<l  applicjition  by  the  Bureau,  March  10,  UK)3,  on  the  ground  that 
phe  had  failed  to  furnish  any  evidence  in  support  of  her  claim  was  not  error. 

Justice  to  the  pensioner,  as  well  as  to  the  meritorious  claimant,  re<iuires  that  then' 
l:>e  no  unnecessary  delay  in  the  prosecution  an<l  adjudication  of  claims  under  the 
first  three  provisos  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1809. 

Affidavits  a/?  to  the  merits  of  the  claim,  filed  after  an  appeal  to  the  Depart  incnt,  from 
the  final  action  of  the  Bureau  of  Pensions,  can  not  Ihj  properly  considered  on 
appeal.     See  Rule  19  of  Practice. 
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Since  May  21,  1902,  claimants  for  division  of  pension  under  the  act  of  March  3, 1699, 
are  required  to  file  with  their  declarations  proof  in  support  thereof  of  sufficient 
evidence  to  establish  a  prima  facie  case  under  said  act. 

See  Departmental  decision  in  the  case  of  Adams  v.  Adams  (12  P.  D.,  370-378),  and 
Bureau  order  of  May  21,  1902. 

Assistant  Secretary  M,   W,  Miller  to  tlie   Qmiviissumer  of  Pensions^ 

May  16,  1903. 

Harriet  Randall  appealed  April  8,  1903,  from  the  Bureau  action  of 
March  10,  11)03,  rejecting  her  claim,  filed  March  13, 1902,  for  one-half 
the  pension  of  her  husband,  Jacob  Randall,  a  pensioner  under  certifi- 
cate No.  482143,  on  the  ground  that  she  had  failed  to  furnish  any 
evidence  in  support  of  her  claim. 

Claimant  assigns  no  specific  error  on  the  part  of  the  Bureau,  but 
has  filed  with  her  appeal  a  number  of  afiidavits  tending  to  show  her 
entitled  to  one-half  her  husband's  pension  under  the  act  of  March  3, 
1899. 

It  appears  that  claimant  filed  her  application  in  the  Bureau  March 
13, 1902;  that  she  delayed  for  over  one  3'^ear  the  filing  of  an^'^  evidence 
in  support  thereof.  The  rejection  of  her  said  application  by  the 
Bureau  March  10,  1903,  on  the  ground  that  she  had  failed  to  furnish 
any  evidence  in  support  of  her  claim  was  therefore  not  error. 

Justice  to  pensioners,  as  well  as  to  meritorious  claimants,  requires 
that  there  be  no  unnecessary  delay  in  the  prosecution  and  adjudication 
of  claims  under  the  first  three  provisos  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899. 

So,  also,  affidavits  as  to  the  merits  of  the  claim  filed  after  an  appeal 
to  the  Department  from  the  final  action  of  the  Bureau  of  Pensions 
can  not  properly  be  considered  on  appeal.     See  Rule  19  of  Pi-actice. 

Sinc«  May  21,  1902,  claimants  for  division  of  pension  under  the  act 
of  March  3,  1899,  are  required  to  file  with  their  declarations  proof 
in  support  thereof  sufficient  to  establish  a  prima  facie  case  under 
said  act. 

In  the  case  of  Adams  v.  Adams  (12  P.  D.,  370-378),  decided  by 
Assistant  Secretary  Campbell  May  8,  1902,  it  was  held  that — 

The  application  or  declaration  of  a  claimant  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  like 
an  apiM?al  by  (claimant  or  pensioner,  serves  the  purpose  of  a  writ  of  supersedeas,  or 
other  similar  writs,  and  should  stay  further  Bureau  proceedings,  so  f ar  ajs  they 
involve  further  payment  of  the  one-half  of  the  pension  in  controversy,  pending  the 
adjudication  of  the  claim  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  in  the  first  instance;  or 
pending  tlie  consideration  of  the  appeal  by  the  Secretary  in  the  second.  *  ♦  * 
In  order  that  i)en8ion  may  not  be  vexatiously  withheld  or  suspended  in  cases  arising 
under  this  act,  it  is  evident  that  applications  should  be  promptly  considered  by  the 
Bureau,  and  that  appeal  should  be  limited  as  to  time. 

In  future  applications  under  this  act  for  division  of  pension,  you  will  require  the 
claimants  to  file  with  their  declarations  proof  in  support  thereof  sufficient  to  estab- 
lish a  prima  facie  case  under  the  law. 
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Pursuant  to  this  decision,  and  in  conformity  therewith,  the  Bureau 
issued  an  order  dated  May  21,  1902,  wherein  it  was  directed  that — 

No  declaration  unaccompanied  by  evidence,  as  indicated  herein,  sufficient  to  make 
out  a  prima  facie  case  will  be  considered  as  conferring  any  right  upon  the  claimant 
or  as  serving  notice  upon  the  Bureau  sufficient  to  warrant  the  suspension  or  the  with- 
holding of  any  part  of  the  pension  due  or  owing  to  the  pensioner.  Upon  receipt  of  a 
declaration  unaccompanied  by  evidence  as  indicated  herein,  it  should  be  promptly 
returned  to  the  claimant,  with  a  notification  that  until  the  same  is  remedied,  iu 
accordance  herewith,  it  can  not  be  considered. .   *    *    * 

As  promptness  in  the  adjudication  of  claims  filed  under  the  act  of  March  3, 1899,  is 
imperative,  to  avoid  vexatious  charges  against  one  or  the  other,  both  the  claimant 
and  the  pensioner  will  be  required  to  answer  calls  made  for  evidence  promptly. 

Claimant  was  first  called  upon  to  furnish  evidence  to  sustain  her 
declaration,  April  8,  1902,  and  on  May  26,  1902,  she  was  notified  that 
she  would  be  required  to  furnish  the  evidence  called  for  within  thirty 
days,  but  she  failed  to  comply  and  filed  no  evidence  in  support  of  her 
said  application. 

The  rejection  of  her  claim  upon  the  ground  stated  was  therefore 
proper,  and  said  action  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


ATTORNEYSHIP— I>EATH   OF   CIiAIMANT— PRACTICE. 

Bates  T.  Certain. 

When  a  claimant  dies  after  the  claim  has  been  rejected,  those  prosecuting  such  claim 
under  a  power  of  attorney  can  not  further  prosecute  said  claim  without  first 
procuring  a  power  of  attorney  so  to  do  from  those  succeeding  to  the  right. 

Assistant  Secretary  M.  W»  Miller  to  the  Comtni88ioi\4ir  of  Pensions^ 

May  m,  1903. 

Bates  T.  Certain  seiTcd  in  Company  I,  One  hundred  and  fiftieth 
Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry,  from  February  7,  1865,  to  January  16, 
1866.  June  3, 1892,  and  September  12,  1894,  he  filed  applications  for 
a  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  His  claims  were  finally 
rejected  December  2, 1901,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  not  ratably  dis- 
abled under  said  act. 

He  died  March  8,  1902,  leaving  a  widow  surviving  him. 

May  28,  1902,  his  attorneys,  J.  H.  Smith  &  Sons,  without  having 
secured  a  power  of  attorney  from  his  widow  or  others  interested 
empowering  them  so  to  do,  filed  an  appeal  from  the  action  of  your 
Bureau  rejecting  his  claim. 

It  has  been  repeatedly  held  by  the  Department  that  when  a  claimant 
dies  after  the  claim  has  been  rejected,  those  acting  for  him  under 
power  of  attorney  can  not  further  prosecute  said  claim  without  first 
procuring  a  power  of  attorney  so  to  do  from  those  succeeding  to  the 
right.     Such  decisions  arc  based  on  the  theory,  and  correctly  so,  that 
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upon  the  death  of  the  claimant  the  power  of  attorney  executed  b\'  him 
ceases  to  be  operative. 

The  attorney H  prosecuting  this  claim  have,  apparently,  failed  to 
secure  the  requisite  power  of  attorney  from  any  person  succeeding 
to  the  rights  of  tlie  claimant. 

The  appeal  is,  therefore,  dismissed. 


LtEGrriMAtTf-M^VKUIAGE— VOID  MAURIAGE-MISSOUIII   LAWS. 

Minors  of  Harvey  Perkins. 

In  the  State  of  Missouri  children  bom  of  an  illegal  marriage  can  inherit  and  transmit 
by  descent  the  same  as  if  l)om  of  lawful  marriage,  and  it  is  held  that  the  minors 
in  this  case  are  legitimate  for  pensionable  purposes. 

Af<Ht8fant  Se(nretary  3L   W,  Miller  to  tJw  Qmtmissiojier  of  l\mHu>ui<^ 

May  '20,  1903. 

Ilarvey  Perkins,  formerly  a  sergeant  in  Company  B,  Sixty -second 
United  States  Colored  Infantry,  enlisted  December  1,  1863,  and  was 
discharged  Novcml)er  30,  1866. 

He  was  in  receipt  of  a  pension  when  he  died  March  19,  1898. 

The  claimant,  William  R.  Young,  guardian  of  Timothy  Perkins, 
Lillian  Perkins,  and  Lee  Perkins,  minor  children  of  said  soldier,  lile<l 
his  application  for  a  pension  October  3,  1898,  under  the  provisions  of 
the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

This  application  was  rejected  October  17,  1900,  on  the  ground  that 
the  evidence  failed  to  show  that  the  minors  were  the  legitimate  chil- 
dren of  the  soldier,  a  special  examination  failing  to  show  the  death  or 
divorce  of  the  mother  of  said  children  from  her  first  husband  at  the 
date  of  her  marriage  to  the  soldier. 

From  this  action  claimant,  through  his  attorney,  appealed  June  11, 
1901,  contending  that  such  action  was  contrary  to  the  law.  That 
under  the  statute  of  the  State  of  Missouri,  where  the  mother  of  the 
minors  was  married  to  the  soldier,  and  where  thev  were  born  and  raised 
and  still  reside,  they  were  legitimate  children  of  the  soldier  and  entitled 
to  pension. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  discloses  the  fact  that  the  mother  of  the 
minors  was  married  to  the  soldier  on  November  1,  1874,  in  Lincohi 
County,  Mo.,  in  accordance  with  the  law  of  the  SUite.  At  that  time 
her  former  hus})and,  Spencer  Hutt,  had  })een  missing  and  unheard  of 
since  1867,  except  it  was  rumored  that  he  had  been  thrown  overl>oard 
from  a  steamboat  and  drowned  in  the  Mississippi  River.  One  of  the 
witn(»sses  stated  that  he  disappeared  about  the  year  1869  or  1S70. 

Of  this  marriage  between  Sophia  Ilutt  and  the  soldier  these  chil- 
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(Ireii  were  horn  in  the  State  of  Missouri,  where  they  have  sinee  resided, 
and  where  their  parents  lived  up  to  their  death. 

Accompanying  the  papers  in  this  c^ise  is  the  following  from  the  chief 
officer  of  the  law  division  of  the  Bureau: 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  in  rejt»cting  the  claim  upon  the  jjronnd  that  the  minorH 
were  not  tlie  le^itiniate  children  of  the  soldier  and  the  law  applitiable  thereto  has 
hetMi  exhaustively  considered  by  the  Department  in  the  case  of  the  alleged  minors  of 
Jonas  \\\  Pulver,  10  P.  D.,  227. 

The  Pulver  case  came  from  tlie  Sttite  of  Wisconsin,  where  the  stat- 
ute relating  to  the  legitimacy  of  a  child  l)orn  of  a  void  marriage  is 
identit^al  with  that  of  the  Stjite  of  Missouri,  and  is  as  follows: 

The  issue  of  all  marriages  decreetl  null  in  law  or  dissolved  by  divorce  shall  be 
legitimate. 

The  Department  held  in  that  case  that  the  minors  of  such  a  mar- 
riage ''were  uncjuestionably  legitimate  under  that  statute/'  But  the 
question  of  a  pensionable  status  of  said  minors  was  quitt*  another 
matter. 

That  the  title  of  minors  to  a  pension  dep^Mided  upon  the  title  of 
their  mother.  If  she  has  no  title  to  a  j)ension,  it  was  impossil)le  for 
her  children  to  have  title;  claiming  it  to  be  impossible  to  successfully 
claim  a  right  through  a  title  that  never  could  have*  existed. 

This  case  has  been  in  effect  overruled,  the  Department  holding  more 
recently  that  the  minor  of  a  .soldier  had  title  to  a  pension  in  his  own 
right  not  dependent  upon  but  independent  of  the  mother's  title. 

That  it  is  of  right  in  himself  and  the  basis  thereof«s.  Is  he  the  legiti- 
mate child  of  the  soldier?  See  cases  of  minors  of  Allen  B.  Pierson 
and  James  R.  Graves  (13  P.  D.,  148  and  151). 

The  minor's  title  not  being  dependent  upon  the  mother's,  hrs  source 
of  title  must  be  in  the  father  and  comes  directlv  from  him. 

It  it  is  to  be  presumed  in  this  case  that  the  marriage  of  these  |)arents 
was  not  legal,  even  in  that  event,  these  minoi*s  are  the  legitimate 
children  of  the  soldier,  because  they  are  made  so  by  provision  of  the 
statute  of  the  State  of  Missouri  from  where  the  case  comes  and  where 
thev  were  born  and  still  reside. 

The  court  held  in  the  case  of  Joseph  S.  Buchanan  r.  Adeline  Harvey 
(35  Mo.,  27(5),  in  a  case  where  a  father  had  children  by  two  different 
Indian  women,  that  they  were  legitimate  and  could  inherit  his  prop- 
erty-— that  the  statute  precludes  the  necessity  of  inquiring  into  the 
legitimac}^  of  the  children. 

The  supreme  court  of  that  State  in  another  case  said  '*upon  an 
issue  of  legitimacy,  the  inquiry  is  limited  to  i\w  more  fact  of  a  mar- 
riage de  facto."  (Lucy  Johnson  r.  Administmtor  of  John  W.  John- 
son, deceased,  30  Mo.,  72.) 

In  the  case  of  D3'er  et  al.  ?'.  Brannock  {W  Mo.,  391)  it  was  held 
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under  the  same  statute  that  children  born  of  illegal  marriages  could 
inherit  and  transmit  by  descent  the  same  as  if  bom  of  a  lawful 
marriage. 

In  the  case  of  Green  v.  Green  et  al.  (126  Mo.,  17)  it  is  declared, 
where  the  defendent  married  the  decedent  in  good  faith  believing  him 
competent  to  enter  into  such  contract,  their  children  are  legitimate 
under  the  statute,  though  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  he  had  a  wife 
living,  such  children  being  capable  of  inheriting. 

It  is  clear  that  the  law  of  the  State  of  Missouri  has  made  the  minor 
claimants  in  this  case  the  legitimate  children  of  the  soldier. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  in  rejecting  the  claim  of  the  guardian  of 
the  minor  children  of  Harvey  Perkins,  deceased,  is  accordingly  hereby 
reversed,  and  the  papers  in  tixe  case  are  herewith  returned  for  further 
adjudication  upon  the  holding  that  said  children  are  the  legitimate 
children  of  the  soldier. 


JUraSDICTION— SECRETARY  OF  WAR-OFFICER-SBRVICE— VETERIK^ARY 

SURGEON— APPOINTMENT. 

Margaret  J.  Treagy. 

1.  The  Secretary  of  War  has  the  power  and  authority  under  the  Constitution,  as 

interpreted  by  the  Supreme  Court,  under  regulations  of  the  War  Department 
approved  by  the  President,  to  appoint  an  officer  to  fill  an  office  created  by  act  of 
Congress,  when  the  appointment  is  not  otherwise  provided  for. 

2.  A  veterinary  surgeon  is  not  a  civil  employee,  but  an  officer  within  the  meaning 

of  paragraph  1,  sfption  4693,  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States. 

Assistant  Secretary  M,  W.  Miller  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pennons^ 

May  26, 1903. 

Margaret  J.  Treacy,  widow  of  Michael  J.  Treacy,  late  veterinary 
surgeon  of  the  Eighth  United  States  Cavalry,  filed  a  claim  for  pension 
under  the  general  law,  September  27,  1899,  alleging,  among  other 
things,  that  her  late  husband  died  of  yellow  fever  at  Puerto  Principe, 
Cuba,  July  14,  1899. 

The  claim  was  adjudicated  January  30,  1900,  when  the  following 
official  action  was  recorded: 

Approved  for  rejection  on  the  ground  of  no  title,  claimant's  husband  not  having 
been  an  enlisted  man  or  officer  in  United  8tatee  service,  but  served  as  a  civilian 
employee. 

An  appeal  was  filed  March  17,  1900,  containing  the  following  state- 
ment, specifications  of  error,  and  argument: 

It  is  admitted  that  a  veterinary  sui^on  is  neither  an  officer  nor  an  enlisted  man. 
He  is  a  civilian,  appointed  by  the  Sec^retary  of  War  upon  the  recommendation  of  the 
colonel  of  the  regiment  to  which  he  is  appointed.  He  is,  however,  recognized  by 
law  as  a  component  of  a  regiment  of  cavaky. 
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Section  1102,  Revised  Statutes,  provides  that  a  regiment  of  cavalry  shall  consist, 
among  other  officers  and  men,  of  one  veterinary  surgeon,  and  paragraphs  182  and 
183,  Army  Regulations  1895,  provide  for  his  appointment,  rank,  and  allowances. 
He  has  the  rank  of  sergeant-major,  and  has  the  same  allowance  in  kind  of  quarters, 
fuel,  and  light,  and  id  subject  to  orders  according  to  the  rules  and  discipline  of  war. 

He  is  unquestionably  a  part  of  the  Army,  though  not  an  enlisteii  man  or  commis- 
sioned officer;  but  neither  is  a  cadet  at  the  Military  Academy  an  enlisted  man  or 
commissioned  officer,'  and  it  was  so  held  by  the  Court  of  Claims  in  the  case  of  Bab- 
bitt v.  United  States  (16  C.  Cls.  R.,  202),  yet  a  cadet  has  a  pensionable  status  under 
the  general  pension  laws. 

In  the  case  of  United  States  i\  Morton  (112  U.  S.,  1)  the  point  was  established  that 
service  as  a  cadet  at  the  Military  Academy  was  service  in  the  Army  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act  of  February  24,  1881,  for  the  purpose  of  pay  for  length  of  service, 
yet  he  is  neither  an  enlisted  man  nor  commissioned  officer. 

In  the  case  of  the  Uniteii  States  v.  Hendee  (124  U.  S.,  309),  the  court  having  before 
it  the  question  as  to  whether  or  not  a  paymaster's  clerk  in  the  Xavy  is  an  officer  of 
the  Navy  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1883  (22  Stat.  L.,  473),  providing 
that  "all  officers  of  the  Navy  shall  be  credited  with  the  actual  time  they  may  have 
served  as  officers  or  enlisteil  men  in  the  Regular  or  Volunteer  Army  or  Navy,  or  both," 
held  that  a  paymaster's  clerk  was  an  officer  within  the  meaning  of  said  provision. 
The  court  said: 

**  We  think  the  words  *  officers  or  enlisted  men  in  the  Regular  or  Volunteer  Army 
or  Navy,  or  both,'  were  intended  to  include  all  men  regularly  in  the  ser\'ice  in  the 
Army  or  Navy,  and  that  the  expression  *  officers  or  enlisted  men '  is  not  to  be  con- 
strued distributively  as  requiring  that  a  person  should  be  an  enlisted  man,  or  an 
officer  nominated  or  appointed  by  the  President  or  by  the  head  of  a  Department,  but 
that  it  was  meant  to  include  all  men  in  the  service,  either  ])y  enlistment  or  regiilar 
appointment  in  the  Anny  or  Navy.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  word  *  officer'  is 
used  in  the  statute  in  the  more  general  sense  which  would  include  a  paymaster's 
clerk." 

Construing  the  pension  laws  in  the  liberal  spirit  in  which  they  were  enacted,  it  is 
our  Ijelief  that  section  4693  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  naming  as  beneficiaries  of  s-ection 
4693  of  the  Revised  Statutes  "Any  officer  of  the  Army,  including  regulars,  volunteers, 
and  militia,  or  any  officer  in  the  Navy  or  Marine  Corps,  or  any  enlisted  man,  how- 
ever employed,  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United  States,  or  its  Marine 
Corps,"  properly  covers  the  case  of  a  veterinary  surgeon. 

In  the  case  of  our  client  the  soldier  was  regularly  appointed  a  veterinary  surgeon 
by  the  Secretary  of  War,  and  in  the  performance  and  in  the  line  of  his  duty  cron- 
tracted  yellow  fever,  of  which  he  died. 

The  Adjutant-General  furnished  the  following  report,  November 
4,  1899: 

Respectfully  returned  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions. 

Michael  J.  Treacy  was  appointed  veterinary  surgeon,  Seventh  United  States  Cav- 
alry, April  10,  1883,  accepted  the  appointment  April  12,  1883,  and  his  resignation 
was  accepted  to  take  effect  October  15,  1887.  He  was  appointed  veterinary  surgeon, 
£ighth  United  States  Cavalry,  January  3,  1889,  and  accepted  the  appointment  Jan- 
uary 7, 1889.  The  return  of  that  regiment  for  July,  1899.  dated  Camp  near  Puerto 
Principe,  Cuba,  reports  him  to  have  dieii  at  the  district  hospital  at  that  place  July 
14,  1899.  Other  official  records  on  file  here  indicate  him  to  have  die<l  of  yellow 
fever.  There  is  no  evidence  of  record  that  he  rendered  any  commissioned  or  enlisted 
service. 

The  act  of  Congrcs.s  approved  July  17,  1862,  section  11  (12  Stat.  L., 
p.  D.— VOL.  13—02 27 
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699),  providing  for  the  organization  of  cavalrj'  regiments,  fails  to 
name  a  veterinary  surgeon  as  a  component  part  thereof. 

Section  37  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1863  (12  Stat.  L.,  731),  provides 
among  other  things  as  follows: 

Each  regiment  shall  have  one  veterinary  surgeon,  with  the  rank  of  a  regimental 
sergeant-major,  whose  compensation  shall  be  seventy-five  dollars  per  month. 

The  above  apj^ears  to  be  the  first  or  original  statute  creating  the 
office  of  veterinary  surgeon  of  cavalry  in  the  Army  of  the  United 
States. 

An  act  entitled  "An  act  to  increase  and  fix  the  military  peace  estab- 
lishment of  the  United  States,"  approved  July  28,  1866  (14  Stat.  L., 
332),  provides  in  section  3  as  follows: 

That  to  the  six  regiments  of  cavalry  now  in  service  there  shall  be  added  four  reg:i- 
ments,  two  of  which  shall  be  composed  of  colored  men,  having  the  same  oi^nization 
as  is  now  provided  by  law  for  cavalry  raiments,  with  the  addition  of  one  veterinary 
surgeon  to  each  regiment,  whose  compensation  shall  be  one  himdred  dollars  per 
month ;  but  the  grade  of  company  commissary  sergeant  of  cavalry  is  hereby  abolished. 

Section  37  of  the  same  act  follows: 

And  it  w  further  enacted y  That  the  Secretary  of  War  be,  and  he  is  hereby,  directed 
to  have  prepared,  and  to  report  to  Congress  at  its  next  session,  a  code  of  regulations 
for  the  government  of  the  Army,  and  of  the  militia  in  actual  service,  which  shall 
embrace  all  necessary  orders  and  forms  of  a  general  character  for  the  performance  of 
all  duties  incumbent  on  officers  and  men  in  the  military  service,  including  rules  for 
the  government  of  courts-martial.  The  existing  regulations  to  remain  in  force  until 
Congress  shall  have  acted  on  said  report. 

Section  1102  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States  provides 
as  follows: 

I^ch  regiment  of  cavalry  shall  consist  of  twelve  troops,  one  colonel,  one  lieutenant- 
colonel,  three  majors,  one  adjutant,  one  quartermaster,  one  veterinary  sui^geon,  with 
the  rank  of  regimental  sergeant-major,  one  sergeant-major,  one  quartermaster-ser- 
geant, one  saddle-sergeant,  one  chief  musician,  who  shall  be  instructor  of  music,  and 
one  chief  trumpeter.  Two  assistant  surgeons  may  be  allowed  to  each  regiment,  an<l 
the  seventh,  eighth,  ninth,  and  tenth  regiments  shall  have  an  additional  veterinary 
surgeon.  The  adjutant  and  the  quartermaster  of  each  regiment  shall  be  extra  lieuten- 
ants selected  from  the  first  or  second  lieutenants  of  the  regiment. 

An  act  entitled  '^  An  act  for  increasing  the  efficiency  of  the  Army 
of  the  United  States,  and  for  other  purposes,  approved  March  2,  1899 
(30  Stat.  L.,  977),  provides,  among  other  things,  as  follows: 

Sec.  2.  That  each  regiment  of  cavalry  shall  consist  of  one  colonel,  one  lieutenant- 
colonel,  three  majors,  fourteen  captains,  two  of  whom  shall  be  available  for  detail  as 
adjutant  and  quartermaster;  sixteen  first  lieutenants,  of  whom  one  shall  be  available 
for  detail  as  commissary,  and  three  for  detail  as  squadron  adjutants;  twelve  second 
lieutenants,  two  veterinarians,  one  sergeant-major,  one  quartermaster-seiigeant,  one 
commissary-sergeant,  who  shall  have  the  rank,  pay,  and  allowances  of  a  regimental 
quartermaster-sergeant  of  cavalry;  three  squadron  sergeant-majors,  who  shall  be 
senior  to  and  have  the  pay  and  allowances  of  first  sergeant  of  cavalry;  one  band; 
^nd  twelve  troojw  oi^ganized  in  three  squadrons  of  four  troops  each. 
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Provided,  That  nothing  herein  contained  shall  he  con^tnied  as  aholishing  the 
ofiic'e  of  chaplain  in  each  regiment  of  colored  cavalry.  *  ♦  *  Of  the  veterinarians 
provided  for  in  this  act,  one  shall  have  the  pay  and  allowances  of  a  second  lieuten- 
ant of  cavalrj-  and  one  shall  have  the  pay  of  seventy-five  dollars  per  month  and  the 
allowances  of  a  sergeant-major. 

Provided,  That  the  veterinarian  appointed  to  the  first  grade  shall  not  lie  so 
appointed  until  he  shall  have  passed  an  examination,  to  be  prescribeil  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  War,  as  to  his  physical,  moral,  and  professional  qualifications. 

Provided  further y  That  the  veterinarians  now  in  the  ser\'ii»e  who  do  not  pass  such 
competitive  examination  shall  be  eligible  to  the  positions  of  the  second-i^lass  under 
such  rules  as  are  now  pres<'ribed  by  the  regulations. 

An  act  entitled  ''An  act  to  authorize  the  promulgation  of  the  gen- 
eral regulations  for  the  government  of  the  Army/'  approved  March 
1,  1875  (18  Stat.  L.,  337),  provides  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  so  much  of  section  twenty  of  the  act  approved  July  fif- 
teenth, eighteen  hundred  and  seventy,  entitled  **An  act  making  appropriations  for 
the  support  of  the  Army  for  the  year  ending  June  thirtieth,  eighteen  hundred  and 
seventy-one,"  and  for  other  purposes,  as  requires  the  system  of  general  regulations 
for  the  Army  therein  authorized  to  be  reported  to  Congress  at  its  next  session,  and 
approved  by  that  body,  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  repealed,  and  the  President  is 
hereby  authorized,  under  said  section,  to  make  and  publish  regulations  for  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  Army  in  accordance  with  existing  laws. 

The  United  States  Army  Regulations,  in  force  on  the  17th  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1881,  Article  XXIX,  287,  provides  as  follows: 

Appointments  as  veterinary  surgeons  will  be  confined  to  the  graduates  of  estab- 
lished and  reputable  schools  or  colleges.  They  will  be  appointed  by  the  Secretary 
of  War,  in  numbers  not  to  exceed  the  legal  establishment,  and  only  on  recommenda 
tion  from  the  commanding  officer  of  the  regiment,  supported  by  the  rctjuisite  proofs 
of  learning  and  skill  and  by  approval  of  intermediate  commanders.    ( G.  O. ,  36, 1879. ) 

The  Army  Regulations  published  by  authorit}^  of  the  President  of 
the  United  States  in  1895  prescribe,  among  other  things,  as  follows: 

Article  XXVI.  182.  Veterinary  surgeons  are  appointed  by  the  Secretary  of  War, 
on  the  applications  of  regimental  commanders,  supported  by  requisite  proofs  of 
capacity  and  fitness. 

183.  A  veterinary  surgeon  has  the  rank  of  sergeant-major,  and  is  entitled  to  the 
same  allowances  in  kind,  of  quarters,  fuel,  and  lights. 

The  oflScers  of  a  cavalry  regiment  may  be  classified,  under  section 
1102,  Revised  Statutes,  as  follows: 
Regimental  commanding  officers. 

1.  Colonel. 

2.  Lieutenant-colonel. 

3.  Majors. 
Staff  officers. 

1.  Adjutant. 

2.  Quartermaster. 
Noncommissioned  staff. 

1.  Sergeant-major. 

2.  Quartermaster-sergeant. 
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Eeginiental  noncommissioned  officers 

1.  Chief  musician. 

2.  Chief  trumpeter. 

3.  Saddle  sergeant. 

Assistant  surgeons,  commissioned  officers,  and  a  veterinary  surgeon 
apj)ointed  by  the  Secretary  of  War  under  the  Regulations  of  the  Army, 
approved  by  the  President  of  the  United  States. 

Article  II,  section  2,  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  pro- 
vides as  follows: 

The  President  shall  be  commander  in  chief  of  the  Anny  and  Navy  of  the  United 
States,  and  of  the  militia  of  the  several  States  when  called  into  the  actoal  eenice  of 
the  United  States.  *  *  *  He  shall  have  power,  by  and  with  the  ad\ice  and  con- 
sent of  the  Senate,  to  make  treaties,  provided  two-thirds  of  the  Senators  present 
concur;  and  he  shall  nominate  and,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Sen- 
ate, shall  appoint  ambassadors,  other  public  ministers  and  consuls,  judges  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  and  all  other  officers  of  the  United  States  whose  appointments  are 
not  herein  othen^vise  provided  for,  and  which  shall  be  established  by  law,  but  the 
Congress  may  by  law  vest  the  appointment  of  such  inferior  officers,  as  they  think 
proper,  in  the  President  alone,  in  the  courts  of  law,  or  in  the  heads  of  Departments." 

In  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Germaine  (99  U.  S.,  508),  Jus- 
tice Miller,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said: 

The  Constitution,  for  purposes  of  appointment,  very  clearly  divides  all  its  officers 
into  two  classes.  The  primary  class  requires  a  nomination  by  the  President  and 
confirmation  by  the  Senate.  But,  foreseeing  that  when  officers  became  numerous, 
and  sudden  removals  necessary,  this  mode  might  be  inconvenient,  it  was  provided 
that,  in  regard  to  officers  inferior  to  those  specially  mentioned,  Congress  might  by 
law  vest  their  appointment  in  the  President  alone,  in  the  courts  of  law,  or  in  the 
heads  of  Departments.  That  all  persons  who  can  be  said  to  hold  an  office  under  the 
Government  about  to  be  established  under  the  Constitution  were  intended  to  be 
included  within  one  or  the  other  of  these  modes  of  appointment  there  can  be  but 
little  doubt. 

The  Constitution  is  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  and  no  act  of  Congress  is  of  any 
validity  which  does  not  rest  on  authority  conferred  by  that  instrument. 

Again,  in  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Mouat  (124  U.  S.,  303), 
Justice  Miller,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said: 

What  is  necessary  to  constitute  a  person  an  officer  of  the  United  States,  in  any  of 
the  various  branches  of  its  service,  has  been  very  fully  considere<i  by  this  court  in 
United  States  v.  Germaine  (99  U.  S.,  508).  In  that  case,  it  was  distinctly  pointed 
out  that,  under  the  Constitution  of  the  Unite<l  States,  all  its  officers  were  appointed 
by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  consent  of  the  Senate,  or  by  a  court  of  law,  or  the 
head  of  a  Department;  and  the  heads  of  the  Departments  were  defined  in  that 
opinion  to  be  what  are  now  called  members  of  the  Cabinet.  Unless  a  person  in  the 
service  of  the  Government,  therefore,  holds  his  place  by  virtue  of  an  appointment  by 
the  President,  or  of  one  of  the  courts  of  justice  or  heads  of  Departments  authorized 
by  law  to  make  such  an  appointment,  he  is  not,  strictly  speaking,  an  officer  of  the 
United  States. 

We  do  not  see  any  reason  to  review  this  well-established  definition  of  what  it  is 
that  constitutes  such  an  officer.    In  response  to  this  objection  to  the  claimant  as  an 
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officer  of  the  United  States,  it  is  alleged  that  his  appointment  as  paymaster's  clerk, 
as  shown  by  the  finding  of  facts  in  the  Court  of  Claims,  although  made  by  a  pay- 
master in  the  United  States  Navy,  has  indorsed  on  it  the  approval  of  D.  B.  Harmony, 
Acting  Secretary  of  the  Navy.  If  there  were  any  statute  which  authorize<l  the  head 
of  the  Navy  Department  to  appoint  a  paymaster's  clerk,  the  technical  argument, 
that  the  appointment  in  this  case,  although  actually  made  by  Paymaster  Whitehouse 
and  only  approve<l  by  Harmony  as  acting  secretary  in  a  formal  way,  with  the 
approval  of  half  a  dozen  other  officers,  might  still  be  considered  sufficient  to  call  this 
an  appointment  by  the  head  of  that  Dej)artment.  But  there  is  no  statute  authoriz- 
ing the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  apix)int  a  paymaster's  clerk,  nor  is  there  any  act 
requiring  his  approval  of  such  an  appointment,  and  the  regulations  of  the  Navy  do 
not  seem  to  require  any  such  appointment  or  approval  for  the  holding  of  that  posi- 
tion. The  claimant,  therefore,  was  not  an  officer,  either  appointed  by  the  President, 
or  under  the  authority  of  any  law  vesting  such  appointment  in  the  head  of  a 
Department. 

It  will  be  observed  that  vthe  regulations  of  the  War  Department 
within  the  authority^  of  and  sanction  of  the  President,  as  conferred  by 
act  of  Congress,  prescribe  the  manner  of  appointment  of  a  veterinary 
surgeon,  and  vesting  it  in  the  Secretarj"  of  War  on  application  of  the 
regimental  commander,  etc.,  hence  the  case  at  bar  is  distinguished 
from  that  of  the  paymaster's  clerk,  supra,  wherein  the  regulations  of 
the  Navy  Department  failed  to  require  such  an  appointment  or 
approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 

In  the  case  of  United  States  v,  Eliason  (16  Peters,  291),  eJustice 
Daniels,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  declared  that: 

The  iSecretary  of  War  is  the  regular  constitutional  organ  of  the  President  for  the 
administration  of  the  military  establishment  of  the  nation,  and  rules  and  orders 
publicly  promulgated  through  him  must  be  received  as  the  acts  of  the  P^xecutive, 
and,  as  such,  l;e  binding  upon  all  within  the  sphere  of  his  legal  and  constitutional 
authority.  Such  regulations  can  not  be  questioned  or  defied  liecause  they  may  be 
thought  unwise  or  mistaken.  The  right  of  so  considering  and  treating  the  authority 
of  the  Executive,  vested  as  it  is  with  the  command  of  the  military  and  naval  forces, 
could  not  be  entrusted  to  officers  of  any  grade  inferior  to  the  Commander  in  Chief; 
in  consequence,  if  tolerated,  would  be  a  comi)lete  disorganization  of  both  the  Army 
and  Navy. 

It  may  be  argued  that  the  act  of  Congress  creating  the  office  of  vet- 
erinary surgeon  also  established  the  rank  of  the  officer  to  be  appointed 
thereto,  and  because  the  rank  fixed  was  that  of  a  sergeant-major — a 
noncommissioned  staff  officer — the  appointee  can  not  be  considered  an 
officer  within  the  meaning  of  the  first  paragraph  of  section  4693  of 
the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States.  That  position,  howeyer, 
is  untenable,  because  the  rank  of  the  officer  thus  created  has  no  rela- 
tion whatever  to  the  method  or  manner  of  appointment,  and  under  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  an  officer,  within  the  general  signification  of  the  term,  may  be 
appointed  by  the  Secretary  of  War  under  the  regulations  of  the  Army 
as  approved  by  the  President  of  the  Ignited  States. 

It  may  be  deemed  advisable  to  state,  at  this  point,  that  the  rank  of 
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a  veterinary  surgeon  of  the  first  class,  created  by  the  act  of  March  2, 
1899, — while  Michael  J.  Treacy  was  in  the  military  service — was 
thereby  raised  to  the  rank  of  second  lieutenant,  and  under  the  act  of 
February  2,  1901,  the  grade  of  veterinarians  of  the  second  class  in 
cavalry  regiments  was  abolished,  and  thereafter  the  two  veterinarian:?, 
authorized  for  each  cavalry  regiment,  shall  receive  the  pay  and  allow- 
ances of  second  lieutenants,  mounted.  The  latter  act,  however,  can 
have  no  bearing  on  this  claim,  because  Michael  J.  Treacy  was  dead 
before  it  became  a  law,  except  in  relation  to  the  history  of  the  office 
held  by  him  at  the  time  of  his  death. 

Congress  created  the  office  of  veterinary  surgeon,  and  under  the 
Regulations  of  the  Army,  the  Secretary  of  War  is  authorized  to 
appoint  the  officer,  hence  an  appointment  thus  made  fnay  be  readily 
distinguished  from  a  contract  between  the  Secretary  of  War  and  a 
civilian. 

After  a  careful  review  of  all  the  facts  in  this  case  in  connection 
with  the  laws  creating  the-  office  held  by  Michael  J.  Treacy  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  the  Department  is  of  the  opinion  that  he  was  not  a 
civilian  employee,  as  indicated  in  the  official  action  of  rejection  of  this 
claim,  but  an  officer  within  the  meaning  of  paragraph  1,  section  4693, 
Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States. 

The  papers  are  herewith  returned  for  readjudication.  Rejection 
reversed. 


DESERTION— MINORr-ACT  MARCH  3,  1800— DIVORCE. 

Nancy  Dunn,  guardian  of  Freddie  Dunn,  v.  Charles  H.  Dunn. 

Pensioner  deserted  his  minor  child,  aged  8  months,  April  17,  1894,  since  which 
time  he  has  failed  to  in  any  manner  contribute  to  its  support.  • 

The  fact  that  pensioner's  wife,  and  mother  of  their  said  minor  child,  procured  a 
divorce  from  pensioner  March  11,  1898,  on  the  ground  of  desertion,  and  was  by 
the  court  awarded  the  "care,  custody,  and  education"  of  their  said  child,  does 
not  break  the  continuity  of  pensioner's  desertion  of  the  child  or  release  him 
from  his  parental  duty  to  aid  in  its  maintenance  and  support,  he  being  the  party 
at  fault. 

Assistant  Secretary  21,   W,  Miller  to  tJie  ConinUssione)*  of  Pensions^ 

May  £S,  1903. 

Mrs.  Nancy  Dunn,  as  guardian  of  Freddie  Dunn,  a  minor  child  of 
Charles  H.  Dunn,  appealed  September  16,  1902,  from  the  Bureau 
action  of  August  14,  1902,  rejecting  the  claim  filed  June  3,  1902,  for 
one-half  the  pension  of  said  Charles  H.  Dunn,  a  pensioner  under  cer- 
tificate No.  887472,  on  the  ground  ''that  pensioner  is  not  chargeable 
with  desertion  of  his  child,  there  being  record  evidence  herewith  that 
the  care,  custody,  and  education  of  said  child  are,  by  decree  of  court, 
given  to  divorced  wife  of  pensioner." 
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Claimant  contends  in  her  said  appeal  that  the  fact  that  she  was 
granted  the  custody  of  their  said  child  by  the  court  on  her  application 
for  a  divorce  from  pensioner  for  desertion  and  failure  to  provide  for 
her  and  his  said  child,  in  no  way  exonerates  the  father  from  the  charge 
of  desertion;  that  all  that  is  l*equisite  for  a  minor  to  receive  one-half 
the  pension  paid  the  father  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  is  that  a 
desertion  has  existed  for  more  than  six  months  prior  to  the  applica- 
tion, and  that  the  pensioner  have  no  lawful  wife;  that  each  of  these  con- 
ditions  has  been  shown  to  exist  in  this  case,  and  that  she,  as  the  legal 
guardian  of  said  minor  child,  should  be  entitled  to  receive,  for  the 
benefit  of  her  ward,  the  one-half  of  the  pension  paid  soldier;  that  the 
fact  that  the  minor  has  a  mother  living  who  has  the  care,  custody,  and 
education  of  the  child  does  not  change  the  minor's  pensionable  status 
under  said  act  of  March  3,  1899. 

A  copy  of  the  appeal  in  this  case  appears  to  have  been  duly  served 
upon  the  pensioner  who  has  failed  to  make  answer  thereto. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  shows  that  pensioner  was  married  to 
the  guardian,  claimant's  mother,  in  Clark  County,  111.,  November  7, 
1892;  that  the  minor  child  on  whose  behalf  one-half  the  pension  is 
claimed  was  the  issue  of  said  marriage,  having  been  born  August  31, 
1893.  It  further  appears  that  pensioner  deserted  this  said  minor  child 
when  about  8  months  of  age,  April  17  1894,  since  which  time  he  has 
failed  in  any  manner  to  contribute  to  its  support;  that  at  the  same 
time  he  also  deserted  his  wife,  the  mother  of  said  minor,  who  after- 
wards procured  a  divorce  from  pensioner  in  the  circuit  court  of  Clark 
County,  111.,  March  11,  1898,  based  upon  his  said  desertion;  that  in 
the  decree  of  divorce  it  was  provided  that  she  have  the  ''care,  custody, 
and  education  of  their  child,  Freddie  Dunn,  as  prayed  for  in  the. bill." 

It  further  appears  that  said  Nancy  Dunn  was  appointed  guardian 
for  said  Freddie  Dunn  by  the  circuit  court  of  Clark  County,  May  24, 
1902;  that  on  the  same  date  she  executed  her  application  for  one-half 
the  pension  of  her  said  ward  based  upon  the  alleged  desertion  of 
pensioner. 

Pensioner  offered  no  proof  in  the  case,  and  the  evidence  on  behalf 
of  claimant,  the  minor,  establishes  a  prima  facie  claim  under  the  act 
of  March  3,  1899. 

The  only  remaining  question  for  determination  is  whether  the  court, 
in  granting  a  divorce  to  the  mother  of  claimant  and  awarding  her  the 
"care,  custod}^  and  education"  of  the  minor  child,  has  impaired  the 
right  of  the  child  to  maintenance  from  the  father.  The  decree  termi- 
nated the  desertion  so  far  as  it  affected  the  wife,  and  destroved  the 
relation  of  husband  and  wife,  but  not  the  relation  of  parent  and  child, 
and  only  affects  the  legal  duty  of  the  father  to  the  extent  enumerated 
in  the  decree.  As  stated  by  the  court  in  the  case  of  Stanton  v»  Wil- 
son's executors  (3  Day,  Conn.,  37;  3  Am.  Dec,  255-258),  his  duty  and 
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liabilitj'  as  to  his  child  remain  the  same,  except  so  far  as  he  was  inca- 
pacitated or  discharged  b}'  the  terms  of  the  decree. 

It  is  the  legal  dutj^  of  the  parent  to  provide  for  the  maintenance  of 
his  minor  child.  Such  is  the  rule  of  the  common  law  and  the  English 
and  American  statutes.  (1  Cooley's  Bl.  Com.,  447  and  notes;  2  Kent 
Com.  (12  ed.),  189-190  and  note  b;  21  Am.  and  Eng.  Ency.  (2  ed.), 
p.  1050,  note  2.) 

The  father  is  primarily  liable  for  the  maintenance  of  his  minor 
child,  and  when,  through  his  own  fault,  he  is  deprived  of  its  custody, 
his  liability  in  that  regard  is  not  discharged,  although  the  rule  is 
otherwise  when  he  is  deprived  of  the  custody  through  the  wrongful 
act  of  the  wife  who  voluntarily  assumes  exclusive  care,  custody,  and 
control  of  the  child,  as  in  the  case  of  Buzick  v,  Buzick  (12  P.  D.,  143). 
See,  also.  Cowls  t\  Cowls  (3  Gil.,  Ill,  435;  44  Am.  Dec,  708  and  note); 
Hewitt  ?'.  Long  (76  111.,  399-409);  Buck  i\  Buck  (60  111.,  105);  Plaster 
V,  Plaster  (47  111.,  290,  and  63  111.,  445),  and  Steele  v.  People  (88  111. 
App.,  186). 

As  stated  by  Schoulcr,  in  his  work  on  Domestic  Relations  (12  ed.), 
par.  237: 

But  11  father,  as  against  the  public  and  his  children,  can  not,  it  is  well  settled, 
escai>e  the  duty  of  providing  for  the  children's  support,  even  if  remaining  with  their 
motlier  after  divorce. 

In  the  case  under  consideration  the  pensioner  is  shown  to  be  the 
party  in  fault;  he  abandoned  and  deserted  his  minor  child,  who  was, 
at  the  date  of  said  application,  under  16  years  of  age.  This  desertion 
has  been  continuous. 

The  fact  that  pensioners  wife,  and  mother  of  said  minor  child,  pro- 
cured a  divorce  from  pensioner  in  1898,  on  the  ground  of  desertion, 
and  was  b}'  the  court  awarded  the  ''care,  custod}-,  and  education"  of 
their  said  child,  does  not  break  the  continuity"  of  pensioner's  desertion 
of  the  child  or  relieve  hhu  from  his  parental  dut}'  to  aid  in  its  main- 
tenance and  support,  he  being  the  party  at  fault.  The  child  is  there- 
fore shown  to  be  entitled  to  one-half  his  father's  pension  under  the 
the  act  of  March  3,  IS^h)^  and  the  action  rejecting  his  claim,  on  the 
ground  stated,  is  therefore  reversed. 


DIVISION    OF   PENSIOXS—EVIDEXC'E— PRACTICE— RFLE    19— DESERTIOX. 

Alice  Irene  Cruaie  v.  George  M.  Cri'Me. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  fails  to  satisfactorily  show  marital  desertion  on  the  part  of 
pensioner,  or  that  claimant  is  not  responsible  for  the  separation. 

The  provision  of  Rule  of  Practice  19  that  "  No  additional  evidence  upon  the  merits 
of  the  claim  should  be  filed  by  either  appellant  or  appellee,  or  considered  on 
appeal,"  does  not  apply  to  affidavits  filed  prior  to  the  appeal,  and  which  were 
passed  upon  by  the  Bureau. 
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Assistant  Secretary  M.   W,  Milhr  to  the   Commiiisioner  of  Ptnmons, 

May  29,  1903, 

9 

George  M.  Crume,  a  pensioner  at  $14  per  month  under  certificate 
No.  463735,  appealed  April  20,  1903,  from  the  Bureau  action  of  Feb- 
niary  2,  1903,  allowing  the  claim  of  his  wife,  Alice  Irene,  filed  April 
23,  1902,  for  one-half  his  pension,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  deserted 
her,  she  being  of  good  moral  character  and  in  necessitous  circum- 
stances. 

Pensioner  contends,  in  brief,  that  he  did  not  desert  his  wife,  but 
that  she  left  his  home  January  16,  1901,  during  his  absence,  and  has 
refused  to  resume  marital  relations  with  him  since  that  date;  that  his 
said  wife  had  for  some  two  years  prior  to  her  said  desertion  been 
receiving  attention  from  one  Bruce  against  his  objections,  and  that  the 
conduct  of  his  wife  and  said  Bruce  was  such  as  to  cause  a  public  scan- 
dal in  the  neighborhood  where  they  resided. 

Claimant,  in  answer  to  said  appeal,  contends  that  certain  affidavits 
have  been  filed  by  appellant  in  violation  of  Rule  of  Practice  19;  that 
said  affidavits  should  be  expunged  and  the  appeal  dismissed. 

It  appears  that  the  affidavits  referred  to  by  claimant  were  tiled  by 
pensioner  in  the  Bureau  March  2,  1903;  that  these  affidavits  were  con- 
sidered by  the  Bureau  prior  to  the  appeal  herein  and  held  to  be  insuf- 
ficient to  justify  a  reopening  of  the  claim. 

The  provision  of  Rule  of  Practice  19,  which  provides  that  ''No 
additional  evidence  upon  the  merits  of  the  claim  should  be  filed  by 
either  appellant  or  appellee,  or  considered  on  appeal,"  does  not  apply 
to  affidavits  filed  prior  to  the  appeal,  and  which  have  been  considered 
bv  the  Bureau. 

Said  affidavits  are  therefore  properly  filed  in  the  case,  and  are 
entitled  to  consideration  in  connection  with  the  other  testimonv  in 
determining  the  question  w^hether  the  Bureau  action  appealed  from 
was  justified  by  the  evidence  in  the  case. 

Claimant  in  her  declaration,  filed  April  23,  1902,  alleged  that — 

Oij  the  16th  of  January,  1901,  lier  husband,  Cieorge  M.  Crume,  desertetl  her  con- 
tinuously and  without  interruption,  and  during  all  said  period  han  obstructe<l  her 
from  her  goods  and  their  former  home  (his  residence  property)  in  Katon,  Ohio,  and 
during  all  said  period  has  occupied  said  home  by  himself  alone. 

Pensioner,  in  answer  to  claimant's  said  allegation,  testified  in  an 
affidavit  July  8,  1902,  as  follows: 

That  I  am  not  now  living  with  her  l>ecau8e  she,  Alice  Irene  Crume,  left  my  house 
and  home  in  Eaton,  Ohio,'  on  or  about  January  16,  1901,  and  went  to  Dayton,  Ohio, 
where  she  has  ever  since  continued  to  reside,  and  has  persistently  and  continuously 
refused  to  live  with  me. 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  cause  of  the  separation  was  the  result 
of  a  domestic  quarrel,  caused  ))y  the  alleged  attention  of  one  John  E. 
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Bruce  to  pensioner's  wife,  in  opposition  to  her  husband's  wishes;  that 
pensioner  remained  in  the  marital  home  and  requested  claimant  to 
return,  the  only  condition  being  that  she  cease  her  social  relations 
with  said  Bruce  and  his  wife. 

Claimant,  in  a  lengthy  affidavit,  August  12,  1902,  sets  forth  the 
friendly  relations  of  the  Crume  and  Bruce  families >  her  husband's 
subsequent  quarrel  with  Mr.  Bruce,  and  abuse  of  her;  that  she  left 
her  husband  January  16,  1902,  in  obedience  to  his  commands,  which 
she  was  afraid  to  disobey;  that  she  then  went  to  live  with  her  daughter 
at  Dayton,  Ohio,  where  she  has  since  continued  to  reside. 

Her  charge  against  her  husband  of  cruelty  and  personal  violence  is 
not  sustained  by  the  evidence,  nor  does  it  appear  to  have  been  the 
cause  of  the  separation.     She  admits  that  she  left  the  matrimonia 
home,  but  claims  that  she  did  so  in  obedience  to  her  husband's  orders. 

Pensioner  testifies  that  he  insisted  upon  his  wife  severing  her  social 
relations  with  said  Bruce,  which  she  refused  to  do,  and  thereupon  she 
packed  up  some  of  her  clothes  and  went  to  Dayton,  Ohio,  January  16, 
1902,  where  she  has  since  resided,  and  has  ever  since  refused  to  live 
with  him;  that  she  subsequently  returned  during  his  absence  and 
packed  up  and  took  away  with  her  several  boxes  of  household  goods, 
including  all  silverware  and  articles  of  value  in  said  house;  that  he 
continued  to  remain  in  their  home  up  to  about  April,  1902,  when  he 
sold  the  house  and  lot  (valued  at  about  $600)  and  left  one-third  of  the 
purchase  money  for  his  wife,  which  she  subsequently  received;  that 
he  sent  her  money  September  1,  1901,  by  a  mutual  friend,  and 
requested  her  to  return  home,  but  that  she  never  replied  thereto;  that, 
while  a  poor  man,  he  has  always  worked  hard  and  spent  all  his  earn- 
ings and  pension  on  his  wife  and  family,  furnished  her  a  good  home, 
and  dressed  her  much  better  than  other  women  in  the  neighborhood; 
that  she  never  complained  of  a  lack  of  suitable  support;  that  he  does 
not  use  intoxicating  liquors,  nor  frequent  places  where  liquor  is  sold. 

John  T.  Crume,  of  Hillsdale,  Mich.,  aged  62  years,  testified  in  an 
affidavit,  February  27,  1903,  as  follows: 

I  am  a  brother  of  the  above-named  George  M.  Crume.  1  have  known  him  all  my 
life,  and  his  wife,  Alice  Irene  Crume,  since  about  1875.  Said  George  and  Alice  lived 
together  as  husband  and  wife  up  to  the  summer  of  1901.  I  visited  at  their  home 
occasionally  and  they  at  my  home  at  Hillsdale,  Mich.j  during  these  years.  Was  on 
good  terms  with  both  of  them  and  the  usual  friendly  relations  existed  as  between 
brothers.  In  summer  of  1901  I  learne<l  that  there  was  trouble  between  them;  that 
they  had  ceased  to  live  together.  I  went  to  Eaton,  Ohio,  to  try  and  get  them  to 
live  together.  That  George  was  staying  at  the  old  house  in  Eaton  and  that  Alice 
Irene  had  gone  to  their  daughter's  in  Dayton,  about  25  miles  distant.  I  talked  with 
George  and  also  with  neighbors  and  disintereste<l  business  jnen,  and  found  that  the 
trouble  between  them  grew  out  of  the  alleged  attentions  received  by  Alice  from  a 
married  man  named  Bruce.  At  request  of  (leorge  I  went  to  Dayton  and  hari  talk 
with  Alice  Irene.  I  told  her  George  sent  me;  that  he  wante<l  her  to  return  home 
and  live  with  him,  and  that  all  she  had  to  do  was  to  come  back  and  live  with  him. 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   PENSIONS.  427 

and  that  the  only  condition  George  made  was  that  she  receive  no  more  attentions 
from  this  man  Bruce.  She  made  no  complaint  to  me  of  any  ill  treatment  or  trouble 
except  the  trouble  growing  out  of  the  attention  of  this  man.  She  would  not  say  she 
would  return  at  that  time,  and  I  gave  her  $15  which  George  had  sent  her,  and  told 
her  to  take  a  reasonable  time  to  think  it  all  over,  and  let  me  know  what  she  wished 
to  do;  that  if  she  was  not  going  back  to  live  with  George  that  I  would  see  to  it  that 
she  had  a  share  of  the  household  goods  and  of  the  little  home,  but  that  I  advised 
her  to  go  back  and  live  with  George  and  get  along  together.  I  came  away,  and  have 
never  heard  from  her  since  that  time  as  to  what  she  had  decided  to  do.  This  was 
in  fore  part  of  September,  1901.  I  afterwards  learned  that  she  had  half  the  goods 
and  one-third  of  the  place. 

I  further  declare  that  I  have  no  interest  in/said  case  and  am  not  concerned  in  its 
prosecution;  that  the  said  George  is  an  old  man  now,  in  broken  health,  and  has  no 
property  outside  of  his  pension  for  his  support. 

Mrs.  Alice  M.  Crume  of  the  same  place,  aged  54,  testified  on  the 
same  date,  as  follows: 

I  am  the  wife  of  Dr.  John  T.  Crume,  of  Hillsdale,  Mich.  I  am  well  acquainted 
with  George  M.  Crume  and  Alice  Irene,  his  wife;  have  visited  them  at  their  home 
and  they*  at  our  home  occasionally  during  last  twenty  years  and  upward.  The  rela- 
tions l)etween  the  two  families  were  always  pleasant  and  friendly. 

In  latter  part  of  August,  1901,  I  visited  for  a  week  in  home  of  the  daughter  of 
Alice  Irene,  in  Dayton,  Ohio.  Alice  was  there,  and  her  husband,  George  M.,  was 
living  in  the  old  home  at  Eaton,  something  like  25  miles  away.  I  had  different 
talks  with  said  Alice  about  why  they  were  living  apart  at  that  time,  and  the  only 
reason  brought  out  was  the  trouble  over  a  Mr.  Bruce,  who  lived  in  Eaton.  While 
1  was  so  visiting  at  the  house  of  the  daughter  I  went  up  to  Eaton  and  spent  a  few 
hours  with  said  George,  and  returned  to  Dayton  in  the  evening.  Alice  Irene  said, 
**Well,  what  did  pa  (meaning  the  said  George)  say?'*  I  told  her  that  he  said  he 
wanted  her  to  come  back  and  live  with  him.  She  said,  "Did  pa  say  that?"  and 
then  after  a  moment  she  said,  '*  How  can  I?" 

This  request  on  the  part  of  pensioner  for  a  reconciliation  was  made 
long  prior  to  claimant's  application  for  one-half  his  pension,  and 
appears  to  have  been  made  in  good  faith  on  his  part,  with  an  honest 
desire  that  the  matrimonial  relations,  suspended  by  claimant's  absence 
from  their  home  should  be  resumed.  Her  refusal  to  accept  and  com- 
ply with  her  husband's  said  offer  would  therefore  constitute  her  the 
deserter,  unless  she  has  shown  that  she  was  legally  justified  in  her 
refusal  to  return  to  her  husband.  Rothery  v.  Rothery  (11  P.  D,, 
377-379),  and  Smith  «.  Smith  (13  P.  D.,  177).*^ 

So  also,  if  the  separation  is  with  claimant's  consent,  it  does  not  con- 
stitute desertion  on  the  part  of  the  pensioner.  Harris  v.  Harris  (12 
P.  D.,7-12),  Coats  v.  Coats  (Ibid.,  507),  and  Whitney  v,  Whitney  (13 
P.  D.,  301). 

The  testimony  of  reputable  witnesses,  which  is  strong  and  convinc- 
ing, shows  that  pensioner  was  a  man  of  good  and  sober  habits,  and, 
so  far  as  could  be  observed  by  his  near  neighbors,  a  kind  husband; 
that  he  provided  generously  for  his  wife,  for  a  man  of  his  means,  and 
that  she  was,  in  the  language  of  many  of  the  w-itnesscs,  ''one  of  the 
best-dressed  women  in  the  neighborhood." 
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The  evidence  also  shows  that  claimant's  social  relations  with  Mr. 
Bruce,  a  dairyman  who  supplied  them  with  milk,  were  such  as  to  cause 
a  neighborhood  scandal,  which  fact  was  brought  to  her  said  husband's 
knowledge,  who  remonstrated  with  her  and  finally  demanded  that  such 
relations  should  cease;  that  claimant  disregarded  her  husband's  wishes 
in  this  respect,  and  she  urges,  as  a  reason  for  her  so  doing,  that  her 
husband's  suspicions  were  unfounded;  that  the  wife  of  Mr.  Bruce  was 
aware  of  her  social  relations  with  her  husband,  Mr.  Bruce,  and  did 
not  object;  that  both  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Bruce  were  people  of  excellent 
moral  and  social  standing;  that  her  relations  with  Mr.  Bruce  were  pui-e 
and  did  not  justify  the  objections  or  suspicions  on  the  part  of  her 
husband,  or  the  talk  of  the  neighbors. 

The  fact,  however,  remains,  that  the  time  and  manner  of  Mr. 
Bruce's  calling  upon  claimant  at  and  in  her  home  in  the  absence  of 
the  husband,  and  the  length  and  frequency  of  the  visits,  created  scan- 
dal, and  that  her  husband  objected. 

If,  as  claimant  suggests,  her  husband's  "spells"  and  violent  objec- 
tion to  the  visits  of  Mr.  Bruce  were  the  result  of  a  delusion,  the  facts 
and  the  delusion  appear  to  have  coincided. 

After  a  careful  consideration  of  all  the  testimony  and  all  the  reasons 
urged  b^^  claimant  in  justification  of  her  conduct,  the  Department  is 
of  the  opinion  that  the  evidence  in  this  case  fails  to  satisfactorily  show 
marital  desertion  on  the  part  of  pensioner,  or  that  claimant  is  not 
responsible  for  the  separation.  The  action  of  the  Bureau  appealed 
from  is  aeeordinsrlv  reversed. 


fraitd-secrriox  4720  ke\1sed  statutes— stuspension. 

Henry  E.  Van  Trees. 

No  appeal  lies  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  from  the  action  of  the  Commissioner 
of  Pensions  suspending  payment  of  pension  under  the  provisions  of  section  4720 
of  the  Revise<l  Statutes  for  fraud  in  procuring  a  special  act  until  the  propriety  of 
repealing  such  special  act  can  be  considered  by  Congress. 

A^sltitant  Secfftary  M,  W.  Miller  to  the  Commissionei'  of  Pensions^ 

May  29,  1903. 

In  the  above  entitled  case  the  claimant  was  granted  a  pension  of  $30 
per  month  by  a  special  act  of  Congress,  approved  Jul}^  6,  1884,  for 
partial  loss  of  both  feet,  said  feet  alleged  to  have  been  frozen  while 
claimant  was  engaged  in  suppressing  an  Indian  outbreak  in  the  State 
of  Kansas. 

Under  date  of  February  4, 1903,  the  Bureau  addressed  the  following 
letter  to  the  claimant: 

It  appears  from  the  records  of  this  Bureau  that  you  were  pensioned  November  6, 
1884,  by  certificate  numbered  280273,  at  the  rate  of  $30  i)er  month  from  July  6, 1884, 
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for  partial  loes  of  both  feet,  based  on  your  service  as  first  lieutenant ,  Kansas  Volunteer 
Militia.  The  said  allowance  was  made  under  special  act  of  Congress  approved  July 
6,  1884. 

It  further  appears  from  the  files  in  your  case  that  the  passage  of  the  said  special 
act  was  secured  on  evidence  purporting  to  show  that  your  feet  were  frozen  on  Janu- 
ary 8,  1875,  while  your  command  was  in  active  service  during  an  Indian  invasion  of 
western  Kansas,  and  that  amputation  was  rendered  necessary. 

It  has  since  transpired  that  the  special  act  was  passed  under  a  misrepresentation  of 
the  facts  and  that  your  pension  was  fraudulently  obtained,  as  evidence  adduced  on 
special  examination  shows  that  while  there  was  a  threatened  Indian  invasion  of  the 
southern  border  of  Kansas  in  the  summer  of  1874,  there  was  no  invasion  during  the 
winter  of  1874-75,  and  that  while  the  militia  of  which  you  were  an  oflScer  were 
enrolled  they  were  not  in  active  service  during  the  said  winter.  The  said  evidence, 
which  includes  an  extract  from  the  session  laws  of  the  Kansas  legislature  of  1875, 
further  shows  that  while  you  were  a  member  thereof,  and  while  on  your  way  to  the 
capitol  to  take  your  seat  in  the  house,  you  had  your  feet  so  badly  frozen  that  amputa- 
tion became  necessary,  and  by  joint  resolution  Nos.  16  and  17  an  appropriation  was 
made,  giving  you  $500  as  a  measure  of  relief  and  $250  for  the  services  of  your 
medical  attendant. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  December  21,  1893,  you  will  be 
allowed  a  period  of  thirty  days  from  receipt  hereof,  in  which  to  file  testimony  in 
rebuttal  of  the  evidence  referred  to,  and  if  the  same  is  not  satisfactory  and  no  sufS- 
cient  reason  appears  why  an  extension  of  time  should  be  made,  payments  of  your 
pension  will  be  ordered  suspended,  and  the  papers  in  your  case  will  be  referred  to 
Congress  for  legislation  looking  to  the  termination  of  your  pension. 

This  letter  should  be  returned  with  your  reply,  and  the  evidence  which  must  be 
duly  sworn  to  before  some  ofliicer  authorized  to  administer  oaths  should  be  inclosed 
in  an  envelope  addressed  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  and  marked  in  the  lower 
left-hand  comer,  "Board  of  Review.'* 

It  is  proper  to  add  that  when  it  is  shown  that  fraud  was  perpetrated  in  securing 
the  passage  of  a  special  act,  section  4720,  Kevised  Statutes,  authorizes  this  Bureau  to 
suspend  payments  until  the  propriety  of  repealing  the  same  can  be  considered  by 
Congress. 

In  accordance  with  the  above  the  payment  of  claimant's  pension  has 
been  suspended.  He  has  filed  some  affidavit^),  but  the  Bureau  did  not 
consider  them  suflScient  to  overcome  the  facts  brought  out  on  special 
examination  of  this  case  in  1888. 

Section  4720,  Revised  Statutes,  is  as  follows: 

When  the  rate,  commencement,  and  duration  of  a  pension  allowed  by  special  act 
are  fixed  by  such  act,  they  shall  not  be  subject  to  be  varied  by  the  provisions  and 
limitations  of  the  general  pension  law;  but  when  not  thus  fixed,  the  rate  and  contin- 
uance of  the  pension  shall  be  subject  to  variation  in  accordance  with  the  general 
laws,  and  its  commencement  shall  date  inmi  the  passage  of  the  Hj)ecial  act,  and  the 
Commissioner  of  Pensions  shall,  upon  satinfactory  evidence  that  fraud  was  perj^e- 
trated  in  obtaining  such  special  act,  8U8i)end  payment  thereupon  until  the  propriety 
of  repealing  the  same  can  Ije  considereil  by  Congress. 

April  11,  1903,  the  claimant  filed  an  appeal  to  the  Department  from 
the  action  of  suspension.  In  the  appeal  he  pfoes  extensively  into  the 
facts  in  the  case.  It  is  clear,  however,  tliat  an  appeal  will  not  lie  from 
the  action  of  suspension.  The  law  provides  that  payment  of  pension 
in  such  a  case  shall  be  suspended  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions 
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where  the  evidence  satisfies  him  that  fraud  had  been  practiced  in  secur- 
ing the  special  act,. "until  the  propriety  of  repealing  the  same  can  be 
considered  b}'^  Congress." 

If  Congress  refuses  to  repeal  the  special  act  the  Commissioner  would 
order  a  resumption  of  payments,  but  should  Congress  repeal  the  act 
the  suspension  would  be  approved. 

Congress  is  the  only  power  to  which  this  claimant  may  present  his 
protest  against  the  right  of  suspension.  The  law  gives  the  Depart- 
ment no  supervisory  jurisdiction  at  this  time.  The  Commissioner  of 
Pensions  has  acted  in  this  matter  in  a  lawful  manner  and  the  suspen- 
sion of  payments  must  stand  until  Congress  has  considered  and  acted 
upon  the  same.  The  question  of  fraud  is  upon  facts  that  may  satisfy 
the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  and  whether  these  facts  are  sufficient 
to  warrant  a  repeal  of  the  special  act  is  for  Congress  alone  to  say. 

Accordingly,  the  appeal  is  dismissed.     . 


division  or  pension— act  march  8,  1899— de8ertiox. 

Elizabeth  Martin  v.  David  W.  Martin. 

By  the  term  ** Statutory  desertion,"  as  applied  to  the  act  of  March  3, 1899,  is  meant 
continuous  desertion  for  the  statutory  period  of  over  six  months  subsequent  to 
the  passage  of  said  act. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  not  only  fails  to  establish  statutory  desertion  of  the  wife  by 
her  husband,  within  the  meaning  of  the  first  proviso  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1899, 
but  also  fails  to  show  desertion  by  pensioner  within  the  general  l^al  definition 
of  that  word  as  applied  to  matrimonial  relations. 

Assistant  Secretary  M.  W.  Miller  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

May  29,  1903. 

Mrs.  Elizabeth  Martin  appealed  April  21,  1903,  from  the  Bureau 
action  of  March  12,  1903,  rejecting  her  claim  filed  January  31,  1902, 
for  one-half  the  pension  of  her  husband,  David  W.  Martin,  a  pensioner 
under  certificate  No.  362253,  on  the  ground: 

That  statutory  desertion  is  not  established  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  March 
3,  1899. 

Claimant  in  her  appeal  contends  that — 

The  error  complained  of  is  from  rejecting  said  claim  on  the  ground  that  statutory 
desertion  is  not  established  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  and  the 
grounds  that  I  rely  upon  for  reversing  or  modifying  the  Bureau  action  appealed  from 
by  opening  the  case  before  the  Bureau  that  I  may  have  an  opportunity  to  prove  the 
fact  of  desertion  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  as  the  Bureau  claims  we 
failed  to  do. 

A  copy  of  the  appeal  appears  to  have  been  duly  served  upon  the 
appellee,  who  has  failed  to  make  answer  thereto. 

Pensioner,  however,  by  his  attorney,  Louis  Benecke,  contended 
before  the  Bureau  that  he  did  not  desert  claimant  at  any  time;  that  he 
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left  home  July  11,  1901,  to  go  to  Oklahoma  Territoiy  with  the  advice 
and  consent  of  his  said  wife;  that  he  returned  to  her  in  August,  1901, 
when  she  refused  to  permit  him  to  enter  their  home  or  resume  marital 
relations.  He  admits  that  claimant  is  a  woman  of  good  moral  char- 
acter and  is  dependent. 

The  only  question  to  be  determined  therefore  is  whether  claimant 
has  established  the  fact  that  her  husband  deserted  her  six  months  prior 
to  the  execution  of  her  said  application,  January  27,  1902. 

She  alleged  in  her  said  application  that  her  said  husband  deserted 
her  ''on  or  about  the  10th  day  of  July,  1901." 

Pensioner  admits  leaving  his  wife  on  the  11th  day  of  July,  1901, 
since  which  time  thev  have  not  cohabited. 

The  evidence  shows  that  claimant  and  pensioner  were  living  together 
as  husband  and  wife  at  Wyanet,  Bureau  County,  111.,  on  the  10th  day 
of  July,  1901,  on  which  day,  or  the  day  following,  pensioner  left  with 
the  intention  of  going  to  Oklahoma  to  secure  land  for  one  of  his 
children;  that  on  his  way  he  stopped  at  his  daughter's  home  near 
Brunswick,  Mo.,  where  he  was  taken  sick  and  remained  for  several 
weeks,  thereby  being  compelled  to  abandon  his  contemplated  trip  to 
Oklahoma;  that  upon  recovering  from  his  illness  he  returned  to  his 
home  and  claimant  at  Wyanet,  111.,  about  August  6,  1901,  where  he 
found  the  door  of  his  home  locked  against  him,  and  cohabitation 
denied  him  by  his  wife. 

The  evidence  wholly  fails  to  show  any  intent  on  the  part  of  pensioner 
to  desert  his  wife  or  any  cause  that  would  legally  justify  her  in  deny- 
ing him  admission  to  his  home  or  her  refusal  to  resume  marital  rela- 
tions with  him. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  claimant  in  her  appeal  assigns  no  specific  error 
on  the  part  of  the  Bureau  in  rejecting  her  claim,  and  her  said  appeal 
could  be  properly  dismissed  for  noncompliance  with  rule  19,  Rules  of 
Practice,  which  requires  the  appellant  to  specifically  state  the  error  of 
law  or  fact  complained  of  and  the  ground  relied  upon  for  reversing  or 
modifying  the  Bureau  action  appealed  from. 

Such  would  be  the  disposition  of  this  appeal  but  for  the  evident  fact 
that  claimant  has  been  misled  by  the  terms  of  the  Bureau  used  in  reject- 
ing her  said  claim.  Her  claim  was  rejected  not  because  desertion  was 
not  shown,  but  because  "  statutory  desertion  "  was  not  shown. 

By  the  term  "statutory  desertion,"  as  applied  to  the  act  of  March 
3,  1899,  is  meant  a  continuous  desertion  for  the  statutory  period  of 
over  six  months  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the  said  act,  and  applies 
to  the  period  of  desertion  and  not  to  desertion  simply. 

The  inference  to  be  drawn  from  the  rejection  would  be  that  the 
period  of  desertion  had  not  been  shown  to  have  continued  for  six 
months  prior  to  the  execution  of  the  application,  but  that  desertion  had 
been  shown,  whereas  the  evidence  shows  that  no  deseition  whatever 
had  been  established,  i.  e.,  that  pensioner  had  not  deserted  claimant. 
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The  Department  when  speaking  of  "statutory  desertion"  always 
has  reference  to  the  period  of  desertion  named  in  the  statute,  viz, 
over  six  months  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  said  act.  As  stated  in 
the  case  of  Millard  v.  Millard  (12  P.  D.,  263) : 

The  statutory  desertion  named  in  said  act  could  not  exist  until  after  the  expiration 
of  six  months  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  said  act.  See  decisions  in  the  cases  of 
Rothery  v.  Rothery  (11  P.  D..  77  and  377),  and  Richards  r.  Richards  (Ibid,,  90). 

When,  therefore,  a  claim  is  rejected  upon  the  ground  that  **  statu- 
tory desertion  "  is  not  shown,  it  is  to  be  understood  that  the  evidence 
has  failed  to  show  a  continuous  desertion  for  over  six  months  prior  to 
the  execution  on  the  part  of  claimant  of  her  application  for  one-half 
her  husband's  pension  under  the  first  proviso  of  the  act  of  March  3, 
1899. 

Where,  as  in  this  case,  the  evidence  whoU}'^  fails  to  show  any  intent 
on  the  part  of  the  husband  to  desert  the  wife,  the  claim  should  be 
rejected  on  the  ground  that  desertion  is  not  established. 

Desertion  begins  with  the  intent  to  desert.  One  can  not  be  deseiled 
while  he  or  she  Consents  to  the  separation,  or  if  either,  by  unjustifiable 
conduct,  has  caused  the  separation.  The  one  who  intentionally  drives 
the  other  away  is  the  deserter.  The  time  begins  to  run  when  the 
intent  to  desert  is  formed,  but  does  not  run  during  complainant's  con- 
sent to  separation.  Stewart  on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  par.  251  and 
252;  Rothery  v.  Rothery  (11  P.  D.,  77),  Harris  v.  Harris  (12  P.  D.,  7), 
Coats  V.  Coats  (12  P.  D.,  507),  Smith  v.  Smith  (13  P.  D.,  177),  Whit- 
ney V.  Whitney  (13  P.  D.,  301). 

It  appears  from  the  testimony  of  claimant's  daughter  and  son-in-law 
that  after  pensioner  was  sick  at  their  bouse  in  Brunswick,  Mo.,  in 
July,  1901,  that  claimant  wrote  her  daughter  reprimanding  her  for 
inviting  her  to  visit  them,  October  15,  1901,  stating  in  substance: 

Why  do  you  ask  me  to  come  when  "  the  old  man  "  is  there?  You  know  the  far- 
ther we  are  apart  the  better  it  suits  me. 

This  and  other  testimony  in  the  case  clearly  indicate  that  pensioner's 
absence  from  claimant  was  not  in  opposition  to  her  wishes  or  without 
her  consent. 

The  rejection  of  her  claim  is  therefore  afiirmed. 


DKPJ5NDENT   PAllENT.S— SECTION  4707,   REVISED    STATUTES,  AND   ACT 

JUNE  27,    1800. 

Ellen  McKenney  (mother). 

Claimant,  who  is  the  owner  of  ground  rent  leasehold  interests  in  the  city  of  Balti- 
more, Md.,  the  market  value  of  which  \^  admitted  to  be  |2,693,  is  not  dependent 
within  the  meaning  of  section  4707,  Ruvisetl  Statutes,  as  amended  by  the  first 
section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  or  under  any  existing  law  relative  to  depend- 
ent parents. 
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A^ssistant  Secrttai^y  M,   W.  Jft'lhr  to  the  Comniiasioner  of  Pensions^ 

June  4",  1903, 

Mrs.  Ellen  McKenney,  mother  of  Edgar  A.  McKenney,  deceased, 
late  private  of  Company  K,  Nineteenth  United  States  Infantry,  filed 
by  her  attorney,  April  14,  1903,  a  motion  for  reconsideration  of, 
departmental  decision  of  October  31, 1902,  affirming  the  Bureau  action 
of  September  14,  1900,  rejecting  her  dependent  mothers  claim  No. 
712604,  filed  January  29,  1900,  on  the  ground  that  claimant  is  not 
dependent  under  existing  law,  she  owning  property  which  is  fully 
capable  of  providing  her  with  a  comfoilable  support. 

It  is  contended  that  the  Department  erred  in  holding  that  she  owned 
real  estate  in  the  city  of  Baltimore,  Md. 

The  following  is  her  contention  as  set  forth  in  her  application  to 
reverse  said  departmental  decision: 

I  respectfully  ask  reconsideration  of  al)ove  case  l)ecause  it  has  been  rejected  by  the 
Department  upon  an  obvious  misconception  of  the  facts  arising  evidently  from  mis- 
understanding the  ground  rent  system  common  in  Baltimore.  The  action  of  the 
Department  is  ba^iiecj  primarily  up<m  the  report  of  the  tax  collector  of  Baltimore  City 
to  the  effect  that  I  am  assesse<l  for  houses  504  High  street,  415  East  Biddle  street, 
and  1215  Jackson  street,  $5,041. 

The  letters  "  L'*  and  "  1 "  in  collector's  certificate  ^'eem  to  have  l)een  overlooked. 
They  mean  lots  and  improvements.  As  a  matter  of  fact  1  have  never  at  any  time 
owne<l  the  lots  in  question,  although  1  have  been  comi)elled  to  pay  tax  on  same. 
It  is  shown  in  evidence  that  house  on  Jackson  street  is  subject  to  ground  rent  of 
$15.75,  house  on  High  street  $.32,  and  house  on  Biddle  street  $00  a  year.  Title  to 
said  lots  has  never  passed  to  me — 1  merely  acquired  the  leaseholds  subject  to  the 
original  covenants  to  pay  all  assessments,  rates,  taxes,  etc.,  on  the  ground.  These 
grouml  rents,  if  capitalize*!  at  4  per  cent  their  worth  on  market  to-day,  would  bring 
$2,693— $2,693  deducted  from  $5,116  gives  $2,423  as  assessed  rate  of  my  interest  in 
the  property — ^and  it  is  obviously  unfair  for  the  Dejiartment  to  charge  me  with  own- 
ing fee-simple  interest  in  property,  the  title  to  which  nerer  passed  to  me,  but  on  the 
contrary  is  a  fixed  and  endless  charge  **  ninety-nine  years,  renewable  forever," 
against  my  household  interests.  The  statement  in  the  headlines  ot  the  decision  being 
absolutely  incorrect  that  I  own  property  assessed  for  $5,116,  1  ask  reconsideration 
and  that  the  peculiar  system  of  real  proi^erty  titles  governing  ninety-nine  year  leases 
in  Maryland  be  considereil  and  the  question  definitely  settled  by  the  Department  as 
to  w  hether  an  income  of  less  than  $133  a  year  bars  a  mother's  title  to  j)enHion. 

In  the  departmental  decision  complained  of  it  was  held  as  follows: 

The  report  of  the  collector  of  taxes,  Baltimore,  Md.,  filed  in  the  case,  shows  that 
the  claimant  owns  real  estiite  in  the  city  of  Baltimore,  Md.,  consisting  of  houses  Nos. 
504  High  street,  415  Biddle  street,  and  1215  Jackson  street,  assesseii  at  $5,041.  The 
evidence  shows  that  thc^se  houses  yield  the  chaimant  a  gross  rental  of  $552  jier  annum, 
whi^h,  after  deducting  a  reasonable  amount  for  outlay,  would  appear  to  afford  a  com- 
fortable living.  It  can  not  t>e  said,  therefore,  that  she  is  without  other  means  of 
support  than  lier  own  manual  lalx)r  within  the  meaning  of  the  terms  of  the  first  sec- 
tion of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  amending  the  acts  ot  July  14,  1862,  and  March  3, 
1873,  which  provides — 

"That  in  considering  the  pension  claims  of  deiiendent  parents  *  *  ♦  it  shall  be 
necessary  only  to  show  by  competent  and  sufficient  evidence  that  such  parent  or 
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parents  are  without  other  iiieann  of  support  than  their  own  manual  lalx»r  or  the  con- 
tributions of  others  not  legally  lx)un<i  for  their  support." 
The  action  appeale<l  from  was  proper  and  the  same  is  hereby  affirmed. 

The  statement  in  said  decision  that  "  claimant  owns  real  estate  in 
the  city  of  Baltimore,''  while  not  strictly  correct  a.s  a  legal  definition 
of  her  interest,  which,  under  the  laws  of  jVIaryland,  is  treated  as  per- 
sonalty^ and  not  as  real  estate,  j^et  claimant  in  her  affidavits  alleged 
that  she  was  the  owner  of  the  property,  and  the  supreme  court  of 
Maryland  held  in  the  case  of  Holland  v.  Mayor  of  Baltimore  (11  Md., 
186;  69  Am.  Dec,  195)  that  one  holding  such  an  estate  as  is  held  by 
claimant  was  the  ''owner"  or  "proprietor"  of  the  property  under  the 
acts  of  1797,  C.  54,  and  1817,  C.  148,  as  construed  in  connection  with 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1833,  C.  40,  of  laws  of  that  State  for  cer- 
tain municipal  purposes. 

In  the  case  of  Crowe  v,  Wilson  (65  Md.,  479;  57  Am.  Rep.,  343),  in 
discussing  the  ground-rent  leases  of  Maryland,  like  those  under  con- 
sidemtion  in  this  case,  where  b\'  the  terms  of  the  original  lease  a 
leasehold  interest  in  land  was  devised  for  ninetv-nine  voars  with  a 
covenant  for  a  perpetual  renewal,  the  court,  by  Bryan,  J.,  say: 

It  is  a  part  of  the  public  history  of  the  fc>tate  that  a  very  large  jHjrtion  of  the  real 
estate  in  this  city  (Baltimore)  in  heM  subject  to  these  leases.  In  a  vast  nunil>er  of 
instances  the  rent  reserved  beard  a  very  small  j>roportion  to  the  actual  value  of  the 
land.  In  a  conHiderable  number  it  is  only  '*one  cent,  payable  if  demanded."  *  ♦  * 
The  les.see  has  a  right  acconling  to  the  terms  of  the  covenant  for  perpetual  renewal 
to  make  his  interest  en<hire  forever.  It  is  totally  inconsistent  with  this  right  to 
suppose  that  he  has  not  the  absolute  control  and  management  of  his  own  property. 
And  such  has  always  been  the  understanding.  It  may  l)e  considered  as  the  local 
common  law  of  the  city  of  Baltimore,  founded  upon  a  fixed,  uniform,  invariable 
usage  reaching  l)ack  much  longer  than  a  century.  The  covenant  of  the  reversioner 
is  that  the  tenant  and  his  representatives  may  hold,  occupy,  and  enjoy  the  land 
throughout  all  future  time,^)rovide<i  they  pay  the  stipulated  rent  *  *  ♦  and  do 
not  so  exercise  their  legal  rights  as  to  render  the  reversioner's  rights  insecure. 

Here  the  supreme  court  of  Maryland  speak  of  the  lessee's  estate  as 
"his  property,"  but  it  would  not  be  contended  that  the  court  by  the 
use  of  that  language  intended  to  imply  that  the  lessee  was  the  owner 
of  the  land  in  fee,  or  that  his  title  was  an  exclusive  ownership  of  the 
land. 

So  when  this  Department  used  the  words  in  the  sj'llabus  of  the 
decision  under  consideration,  *' owning  real  estate"  or  in  the  body  of 
the  decision  ''owns  real  estate,"  it  was  not  intended  to  imph' that 
claimant  was  the  legal  owner  of  the  real  estate,  but  the  words  so  used 
when  taken  in  connection  with  the  context,  which  discusses  the  ques- 
tion of  rents,  show  the}'  were  intended  to  apply  to  her  right  to  hold, 
occupy,  and  enjo\'  the  land,  and  the  money  benefits  she  derived  from 
her  title  as  lessee. 

It  is  admitted  bv  the  claimant  that  the  market  value  of  her  ground- 
rent  leaseholds  is  $2,G93.     She  is  not  shown  to  lack  suitable  shelter. 
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food,  clothing,  or  medical  attendance.  She  is  clearly  not,  in  the 
language  of  section  1  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  '^  without  other 
present  means  of  support "  than  her  own  manual  labor.  The  fact  that 
she  sought  to  conceal  from  the  Bureau  the  knowledge  that  she  pos- 
sessed any  other  property  than  the  house  and  lot  where  she  resided, 
indicates  that  she  realized  that  if  the  facts  were  known  that  she  owned 
the  more  valuable  property  on  High  street  and  on  Biddle  street,  sub- 
ject to  the  ground  rent,  aside  from  the  propert}^  oh  Jackson  street 
where  she  resided,  she  would  fail  to  establish  her  right  to  pension  as 
a  deix»ndent  mother. 

In  her  affidavit  executed  Februarv  13,  1900,  she  testified  as  follows: 

I  have  owned  no  property  whatsoever  except  the  house  in  which  I  reside.  I  have 
no  stocks,  bonds,  other  real  estate,  nor  any  securities  of  any  kind,  but  am  without 
present  means  of  support. 

In  a  subsequent  affidavit,  executed  August  21,  1900,  she  testified  as 
follows: 

My  attention  has  been  called  by  my  attorney  to  the  discrepancy  between  my 
former  statement,  corrolx>rated  by  witnesses  Amelia  Mild  and  Jennie  Rowe,  that  the 
only  pn)perty  I  owne<i  was  Nos.  1215  Jackson  street,  504  High  street,  and  415  Biddle 
street.  *  *  *  The  only  explanation  I  have  to  offer  you,  sir,  is  that  I  was  told  not 
to  tell  you.  Old  Mre.  Young  says  to  me,  ** Don't  you  say  anything  alx)ut  owning 
those  other  houses,"  so  I  told  you  only  of  the  one  in  which  I  formerly  lived. 

B}'  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  July  7,  1898,  amendatory  of  section 
4746,  Revised  Statutes,  everv  person  who  knowingly  or  willfully 
makes  or  aids,  or  assists  in  making,  or  in  any  wise  procures  the  making 
or  presentation  of  any  false  or  fi*audulent  affidavit  concerning  any 
claim  for  pension,  subject  themselv^es  to  a  tine  not  exceeding  $500,  or 
imprisonment  for  a  term  of  not  more  than  five  years. 

Claimant  has  not  only  failed  to  show  that  she  is  dependent  within 
the  meaning  of  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  by  the  first 
section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  or  any  existing  law  I'elative  to 
dependent  parents,  but  if  she  knowingly  or  willfully  made  her  said 
first  affidavit  she  subjected  herself,  and  those  who  assisted  her  in 
making  her  false  and  fi*audulent  affidavit,  to  indictment  and  criminal 
prosecution. 

The  motion  for  reconsidemtion  is  overruled. 


restokation-act  of  march  8,  1901— rem aruiage— nn'orce. 

Susannah  Klmore,  formerly  Long  (as  widow). 

Claimant'H  pennion  under  the  general  law  having  terminated  by  reason  of  her  eiib- 
sequent  marriage  to  a  man  who  protnired  a  divorce  from  her,  she  ia  not  entitled 
to  restoration  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1901. 
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Assistant  Sec7'etary  M,   W,  Miller  to  the  Cainmissifmer  of  Pensions^ 

June  4.,  1903, 

Susannah  Elmore,  formerly  Long,  whose  pension,  under  the  general 
law,  as  widow  of  James  B.  Long,  late  corporal  of  Company  G,  Ninety- 
ninth  Indiana  Volunteer  Infantry,  terminated  upon  her  remarriage  to 
Preston  Page,  November  10,  1867,  filed  a  declaration  August  1,  1901, 
for  restoration  -to  the  rolls,  alleging  that  her  pension  terminated 
because  of  her  marriage  to  John  Elmore  on  May  11,  1881;  that  said 
Elmore  died  May  3,  1896,  and  that  she  did  not  remarry  after  the  sol- 
dier's death  except  to  said  Elmore. 

Said  claim  was  rejected  February  27,  1903,  on  the  stated  ground 
that— 

claimant  has  no  title  to  pension  under  the  act  of  March  3^  1901,  as  her  second  hus- 
band (Preston  Page)  secured  the  divorce — ^not  upon  her  own  application. 

From  this  adverse  action  claimant  filed  an  appeal  March  18,  1903, 
contending  that  said  action  is  contrary  to  the  law,  and  that  the  testi- 
mony shows  that  she  was ''  without  fault  in  any  of  the  matters  alleged." 

The  evidence  in  this  case  consists  of  the  affidavits  of  claimant  and  of 
sundry  witnesses,  who  testify  to  various  matters  of  minor  importance 
to  the  vital  issue  in  this  case,  except  the  testimony  of  a  sister,  Nancy 
Jester,  who  swears  that  claimant  was  first  married  to  the  soldier,  sec- 
ond to  Mr.  Page,  and  third  to  Mr.  Elmore,  and  that  she  has  not  remar- 
ried since  dissolution  of  her  marriage  to  Mr.  Page,  except  to  said 
Elmore;  and  a  copy  of  the  decree  entered  at  the  April,  1873,  term  of 
the  circuit  court  of  Morgan  County,  Ind.,  by  which  plaintiff  was 
granted  a  divorce  in  the  case  of  Preston  Page  r,  Susannah  Page,  said 
decree  having  been  granted  May  24,  1873. 

The  evidence  in  this  ease  shows  conclusively  that  said  divorce  was 
not  obtained  by  claimant  u[)on  her  own  application,  and,  that  being 
true,  the  question  sought  to  be  raised  in  the  appeal  as  to  whose  fault 
it  was  that  led  to  the  legal  dissolution  of  the  marriage  can  not  prop- 
erly be  here  considered. 

The  language  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1901,  upon  the  subject  of  res- 
toration of  pensionable  status  to  a  widow  whose  pension  was  terminated 
by  her  remarriage  is  plain  and  the  meaning  unmistakable.  It  is  as 
follows: 

*  *  *  whose  name  has  l)een  or  shall  hereafter  In*  dropped  from  said  pension 
roll  by  reason  of  her  marriage  to  another  person,  who  has  since  died  or  shall  here- 
after die,  or  from  whom  she  has  heretofore  or  shall  be  hereafter  divorced,  upon  her 
own  application  and  without  fault  on  her  i>art,  and  if  she  is  without  means  of  sup- 
port other  than  her  daily  lal>or  as  define<l  by  acts  of  June  twenty-seventh,  eighteen 
hundred  and  ninety,  and  May  ninth,  nineteen  hundred,  shall  be  entitled  to  have  her 
name  again  placed  on  the  pension  roll.    *    *    * 

This  law  clearly  contemplates  that  its  benefits  may  be  availed  of  by 
only  such  widows  as  have  procured  a  divorce  on  their  own  application. 
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That  imperatively  necessary  condition  precedent  is  not  established 
in  the  case  at  bar,  but,  on  the  contran%  it  satisfactorily  appears  from 
the  evidence  that  her  former  husband,  Preston  Page,  secured  the 
divorce.  The  further  provision  of  the  law,  "without  fault  on  her 
part,"  is  only  an  additional  requirement  in  cases  where  the  wife  pro- 
cures the  divorce  ."upon  her  own  application,"  and  therefore,  under 
the  evidence  in  this  case,  that  portion  of  appellant's  contention  relating 
to  the  question  of  "fault"  can  have  no  important  bearing. 

After  a  careful  consideration  of  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  of 
this  case,  as  disclosed  by  the  record,  the  Department  is  of  the  opinion 
that  the  action  of  th6  Bureau  in  rejecting  the  claim  upon  the  grounds 
stated  was  not  eiTor,  and  it  is  hereby  affirmed. 


EVIDENCE— SPECIAL  EXAMIXATION— BVRDEN  OF  PROOF. 

John  K.  Neary. 

The  evidence  in  this  ease  does  not  conform  to  the  requirem^its  as  to  the  cliaracter 
and  quantity  of  proof  necessary  to  establish  claims  of  this  class. 

As  it  does  not  appear  from  the  evidence  that  the  claim  is  a  meritorious  one,  or  rea- 
sonably probable  that  testimony  could  l^e  obtained  to  legally  establish  its  merits, 
such  a  prima  facie  case  as  contemplated  by  the  rules  of  the  Bureau,  which  have 
been  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  governing  si>ecial  examinations 
has  not  been  presented. 

The  enactments  of  Congress  relating  to  s|>ecial  examinations  conferre<l  no  new  rights 
upon  applicants  for  pension,  nor  do  they  in  any  manner  shift  from  them  the 
bunien  of  legally  establishing  their  claims. 

Asshtunt  Secretary  M.    W,  Miller  to  the   Cfmimii*sifmer  of  Peyh^fthms^ 

June  J,  19Q3. 

This  appellant,  John  E.  Near}-,  served  from  Ma}"  22,  1861,  to  June 
2,  1863,  in  Company  I,  Thirty-third  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry. 
June  30,  1880,  he  applied  for  a  pension  under  the  general  law,  alleg- 
ing that — 

On  or  about  the  10th  day  of  July,  1862,  he  l)ecame  afflicted  with  the  heart  disease, 
which  resulted  from  exposure  while  recovering  from  a  severe  attack  of  the  diarrhea. 

This  claim.  No.  520565,  was  rejected  on  January  3,  1902,  on  the 
ground  of — 

No  record,  no  medical  or  other  satisfactory  evidence  showing  origin  in  service  and 
existence  at  dischai^e,  and  claimant's  declare<i  inability  to  furnish  such  satisfactory 
evidence. 

From  this  action  an  appeal  was  taken  on  January  18,  1902.  In  the 
appeal  it  is  contended  that  this  action  was  erroneous  in  that — 

It  certainly  appears  from  this  evidence  that  the  soldier  has  established  a  prima 
facie  case,  on  account  of  disease  of  heart,  having  filed  the  affidavits  of  two  of  his 
officers,  proving  origin,  whereas  the  affidavit  of  one  officer  is  only  necessary  to  meet 
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the  requirement,  and  has  dearly  proven  the  existence  of  <liHea«e  of  heart  at  diflcliArge 
and  since  that  time. 

In  view  of  the  above  facts,  we  contend  that  a  special  examination  shouhl  have 
been  afforded  this  case  before  final  adjudication,  or  that  it  should  have  been  favor- 
ably adjudicated,  and  we  therefore  request  a  review.     ♦    ♦    ♦ 

Apparently  it  is  not  seriously  contended  that  the  evidence  on  tile  is 
sufBcient  to  prove  that  the  alleged  heart  disease  is  of  service  origin, 
but  that  a  prima  facie  case  has  been  made,  thus  shifting  the  burden  of 
supplying  further  evidence  confirmatory  of  the  merits  or  demerits  of 
the  claim  upon  the  Pension  Bureau.  In  other  words,  it  seems  to  l>e 
the  contention  of  claimant  that  the  filing  of  evidence  which  teml.s  to 
prove  the  allegations  of  the  declaration  by  some  process  of  law  or  in 
conformity  with  the  practice  prevalent  in  the  Bureau  shifts  the  burden 
of  procuring  further  evidence  upon  the  Bureau.  This  view  is  not 
warranted  either  by  the  acts  of  Congress  or  the  practice  in  vogue  in 
the  Bureau.  The  employment  of  special  examiners  to  aid  in  the  adju- 
dication of  pending  claims  (when  attempted  fraud  is  not  suspected) 
was  first  authorized  by  the  act  of  July  25,  1882  (section  4744,  llevised 
Statutes),  wherein  it  was  enac*ted  that — 

The  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  authorized  to  detail  from  time  to  time  clerkfl  or 
persons  employe*!  in  his  office  to  make  spei^al  examinations  into  the  merits  of  such 
pension  or  bounty  claims,  whether  j>ending  or  adjudicated,  as  he  may  deem  projier. 

This  enactment  conferred  no  new  rights  upon  applicants  for  pension, 
nor  did  it  remove  from  them  any  part  of  the  burden  of  proving  their 
claims  in  conformitv  with  law  and  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  oflicers 
intrusted  with  its  administration.  In  establishing  the  rules  governing 
the  practice  of  adjudicating  pension  claims  the  Conmiissioner  of  Pen- 
sions, with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  promulgated 
the  following  (Treatise  on  the  Practice  of  the  Pension  Bureau, 
page  78): 

1.  Under  the  i)rovi8ionH  of  section  4744  of  the  Kevise<i  Statutes,  as  amended  July 
25,  1882,  a  sjKJcial  examination  may  be  had  of  all  classes  of  claims  for  r»ension, 
whether  j)ending  or  adjudicated,  when  deemed  proper  by  the  Bureau.  Three 
classes  of  claims  only  should  be  referred  for  sj)ecial  examination: 

(a)  Those  in  which  the  <'laimant  has  presented  a  prima-facie  case  and  a  well- 
grounde<i  doubt  arises  as  to  the  genuineness  of  the  claim,  whether  the  same  Ije 
p)ending  or  adjudicated. 

{h)  Those  in  which  there  is  an  adverse  reconl  of  such  a  character  that  it  may  l)e 
overcome  by  evidence  obtained  through  a  .special  examination,  the  claimant  having, 
upon  ex-parte  testimony  of  commissioned  officers,  or  such  me<lical  evidence  as  may 
be  retiuired  according  to  the  character  of  the  claim,  presented  a  prima-fade  case. 

(o)  All  other  cases  where  a  claimant  has  presented  a  prima-facie  case,  it  appearing 
that  the  claim  is  meritorious,  but  the  character  (»f  tlie  evidence,  whether  ])arol  or 
record,  is  not  such  as,  under  the  rules  of  the  Bureau,  is  retjuired  to  establish  a  claim 
for  the  particular  disability  alleged  and  the  claimant  is  unable  to  comply  with  those 
recjuirements. 

2.  It  is  not  to  be  under8too<i  that  all  such  cases  as  mentioned  should  he  referred 
for  special  examination,  but  only  such  may  l>e  examincHl.     No  claim  of  the  first  class 
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mentioned  should  be  fe)pecially  examined  unless  the  doubt  referred  to  is  well  grounded 
and>  founded  upon  facta  elicited  by  the  Bureau  in  the  usual  manner,  or  upon  infor- 
mation and  evidence  voluntarily  furnished  by  reliable  persons,  or  upon  the  face  of 
the  papers. 

3.  It  is  not  every  discreiMtncy  that  appears  in  the  evidence,  or  improbability  that 
is  claimed,  that  will  justify  a  special  examination.  Only  diHcrei)ancies  of  such  a 
character  and  such  improbabilities  which  raise  a  doubt  and  which  claimant  fails  to 
satiFfactorily  explain  will  justify  a  special  examination.  Before  a  tg)iH*ial  examina- 
tion is  had  in  caj^s  of  the  second  or  third  clans,  the  Bureau,  up<m  the  facts  presented, 
should  be  satisfietl  that  the  claim  jxjssesses  too  much  merit  to  warrant  rejection,  but 
that  under  the  practice  of  the  Bureau  they  are  inatlmissible.  Sound  judgment  should 
be  exercised  in  this  class  of  cases,  for  it  is  not  intende<l  to  s|)ecially  examine  all  cases 
which  the  claimants  are  unable  to  prove,  but  only  such  claims  as  are  established 
prima  facie  but  in  which  a  well-grounded  doubt  ari.»«es  upon  the  evidence. 

4.  The  chief  object  of  a  special  examination  in  any  given  case  is  twofold: 
{a)  To  protect  the  Bureau  against  claims  which  are  not  genuine. 

(h)  To  obtain  the  real  facts  in  just  and  lawful  claims  which  are  inadmissible  ui>cn 
ex-jmrte  testimony. 

Ik^fore  api)lyiiig  these  rules  to  this  claiiu^  it  is  necessary  to  ascertain 
what  are  the  ''  requirements,"  '"  under  the  rules  of  the  Bureau,"  as  to 
the  (quality  and  (juantity  of  proof  necessary-  to  estalilish  a  claim  under 
the  general  law.  In  the  case  under  consideration  there  is  no  record 
of  treatment  for  the  alleged  disease  of  heart,  nor  is  there  any  medical 
evidence  showing  its  existence  prior  to  the  dat(?  of  the  application. 
Therefore  the  proof  of  the  incurrence  and  continuance  of  the  alleged 
cause  of  disability  is  dependent  alone  on  lay  testimony.  The  charac- 
ter of  proof  necessary  to  establish  service  origin  of  obscure  diseases, 
such  as  the  one  alleged  in  this  claim,  has  been  duly  considered  and 
deteniiined,  as  shown  by  the  following  rule,  found  on  page  28  of  the 
treatise  heretofore  quoted  from: 

As  a  general  rule,  it  may  Ix;  stated  that  lay  testimony,  when  unsupj>orted  by  the 
record  or  by  medical  evidence,  and  date<l  years  after  the  discharge  of  the  soldier,  can 
not  l)e  accepte<l  as  proof  of  service  origin  of  obscure  disea»ses.  To  show  origin  in  the 
Bt*rvice,  medicul  evidence  must  generally  be  produced;  but  there  is  no  established 
rule  on  this  subject,  the  circumstances  surrounding  these  cases  rendering  it  imprac- 
ticable to  adopt  one.  If  it  is  dearly  shown  that  such  evidence  is  not  within  reach  of 
the  claimant,  ii^  should  Ihj  re<iuire<l  to  furnish  medical  evidence  showing  that  such 
diseasc^s  existeil  when  he  returned  from  the  servi<'e  or  within  a  rea.*<onable  time  after 
his  discharge. 

2.  The  testimony  of  the  surgecm  who  treated  the  claimant  for  the  allege<l  dij^ease 
in  the  ser\uce  is  sufficient  to  show  origin,  but  if  that  can  not  be  had,  and  there  is 
medical  evidence  of  condition  at  or  within  a  reasonable  time  after  discharge,  then 
that  of  an  officer,  first  sergeant,  or  two  comrades  will  be  accepted  to  show  origin, 
providwl  they  give  such  a  specific  descrii)ti(m  of  the  symptoms  of  the  disea.se  as  to 
show  themselves  comi)etent  witnesnes. 

It  is  therefoi*e  apparent  that  this  ''claimant  is  unable  to  comply 
with  these  requirements,"  and  to  that  extent  his  claim  is  in  the  class 
provided  for  in  the  third  subdivision  of  pamgraph  1  of  the  rule 
relating  to  special  examinations.     But  in  addition  to  this  requirement 
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it  must  appear  that  the  ''claimant  has  presented  a  prima-facie  case,  it 
appearing  that  the  claim  is  meritorious/'  A  prima-facie  t^se.  as  the 
phrase  is  here  used,  means  something  more  than  that  one  or  more 
witnesses  have  in  a  general  way  testified  to  the  in<»urrence  and  con- 
tinuance of  some  disease.  It  means  that  it  must  appear  from  the 
evidence  that  the  witnesses  (if  the  prima-facie  case  is  sought  to  }>e 
established  by  parol  testimony)  were  so  situated  that  the  facts  testified 
to  by  affidavit  would  be  natundh^  known  to  them,  and  that  as  a  matter 
of  fact  they  could  and  did  have  such  a  personal  knowledge  of  them  as 
would  make  their  testimony  competent  and  material;  and  it  must 
further  appear  that  such  data  has  l>een  furnished  by  the  claimant  as 
to  make  it  reasonably  probable  that  if  the  witnesses  who  have  testified 
should  fully  sustain  their  fomier  testimony,  or  like  evidence  could  be 
furnished  b}-  other  witnesses,  the  claim  was  meritorious.  In  fact,  it 
must  appear  that  it  is  probable  that  testimony  could  be  obtained  on 
the  special  examination,  sufficient,  both  as  to  quantity  and  quality,  to 
clearly  establish  the  merit  of  the  claim.  It  is  not  the  dut}'  of  the 
Bureau  to  take  upon  itself  the  burden  of  procuring  evidence  to  estab- 
lish a  claim  on  the  mere  supposition  that  it  may  l)e  meritorious.  Its 
merit  must  be  proven  In*  the  claimant,  with  such  assistance  as  is  pro- 
vided by  law  where  it  is  probable  that  the  claim  is  meritorious  and 
that  the  claimant  would  be  otherwise  unable  to  procure  satisfactory 
evidence. 

In  the  case  now  under  considei'ation  but  one  witness,  in  addition  to 
the  claimant,  testified  to  the  incurrence  or  existence  of  the  alleged 
disease  of  heart  in  service.  Capt.  Edward  E.  Root,  the  commanding 
officer  of  claimant's  company,  in  his  affidavit  of  January  31, 1887,  said: 

That  the  said  John  E.  Neary  *  *  *  on  or  about  the  14th  day  of  August,  1862, 
became  disabled  in  the  following  manner,  viz,  that  while  l)eing  in  the  Bui^eon's 
charge  near  Harrisons  Landing,  Va.,  and  not  being  provided  with  proper  shelter 
and  attention,  did  contract  fever  and  heart  disease  from  the  exjx)j*ure  incident  thereto, 
and  was  sent  to  Bedloe  Island  Hospital,  New  York  Harbor,  after  which  to  conva- 
lescent camp  No.  2,  and  thence  to  Geneva,  N.  Y.,  to  Ik?  mustered  out. 

The  records  show  that  this  witness  was  absent  from  the  command 
for  thirty  davs  from  Julv  17,  1862,  and  that  the  claimant  was  absent 
sick  in  a  hospital  or  convalescent  camp  from  some  time  in  July,  1862, 
to  within  a  few  days  of  his  discliarge,  hence  Captain  Root  had  no 
oppoitunity  for  more  than  a  few  days'  observation  of  the  claimant's 
condition.  It  is  therefore  apparent  that  this  witness's  testimony,  he 
being  a  layman,  was  based  upon  something  other  than  his  personal 
knowledge  of  the  facts  testified  to.  It  is  not  as  if  the  disease  of  heart 
was  a  disease  easily  recognized  b^-  laymen;  but  its  symptoms  and 
manifestations  are  such  that  no  lavman  with  but  a  few  days'  observa- 
tion  during  the  time  of  its  incipiency  could  have  any  actual  personal 
knowledge  of  its  existence. 
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Several  witnesses  testified  to  the  existence  of  heart  disease  from  a 
short  time  after  discharge  until  tiie  date  of  the  application,  but  there 
is  no  medical  evidence  covering  a  period  earlier  than  the  year  1882. 
There  is  a  conflict  of  opinion,  however,  among  the  physicians  who 
have  examined  him  as  to  the  existence  of  an  organic  disease  of  the 
heart  prior  to  1890.  The  reports  of  medical  examinations  made  in 
1883  and  1887  show  some  functional  disturbances,  but  no  organic  dis- 
ease. It  can  be  readily  seen  that  the  evidence  of  continuance,  con- 
sidering the  obscure  nature  of  the  disease,  is  very  uncertain  and 
unsatisfactory;  it  certainh'^  does  not  prove  the  existence  of  the  disease 
at  discharge. 

When  this  evidence  is  considered  it  is  apparent  that  it  is  insuflScient 
to  prove  that  the  alleged  disease  of  heart  is  of  service  origin;  nor  does 
it  fairly  show  that  evidence  is  obtainable  to  prove  the  allegations  of 
the  declaration.  In  fact,  the  claimant  in  his  affidavit  has  stated  that 
he  is  unable  to  procure  any  additional  or  better  evidence  to  establish 
his  claim.  It  does  not  appear,  therefore,  that  a  prima  facie  case  has 
been  presented,  or  that  there  is  data  in  the  record  that  makes  it  at  all 
probable  that  the  claim  could  be  legally  established. 

The  action  complained  of  is  therefore  affirmed. 


restoration— marri ag e— rem arri age— voil>  marriage. 

Hannah  Kingsley  (w^idow). 

The  evidence  showing  that  the  claimant's  remarriage,  l)y  which  her  name  was 
dropped  from  the  rolls,  was  a  nullity,  she  is  entitled  to  rej»toration  from  date  of 
dropping. 

Ass!fSfa7it  Secretin^  M,    W.  MUlev  to  the  V( mi nilitsi otter  of  Peiishms^ 

June  5,  1903, 

Hannah  Kingsley,  as  widow  of  Alonzo  Kingsley,  private.  Company 
K,  Seventy-seventh  Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry,  tiled  a  claim  for  res- 
toration to  the  rolls  under  the  general  law,  August  6,  1901,  and  her 
name  Mas  restored  to  said  rolls  in  the  following  language: 

Approved  for  restoration  from  date  of  dropping,  October  4, 1892;  deduct  paymenta 
from  December  13,  1892,  to  March  31,  1899,  both  dates  inclusive,  during  the  time 
she,  claimant,  was  living  with  A.  H.  Trophagan  as  his  wife.  Claimant's  marriage 
to  Trophagan,  December  13,  1892,  was  dissolved  and  annulle<i  by  the  chancery  court 
of  Stark  County,  III.,  at  the  September  term  of  1899. 

April  9,  1903,  the  claimant,  by  her  attorney,  filed  an  appeal  to  the 
Department,  contending  that  the  Bureau  acted  without  authority  of 
law  in  deducting  payments  from  date  of  her  alleged  remarriage  until 
it  was  declared  null  and  void. 

The  record  discloses  that  the  soldier  died  April  1,  1889,  and  his 
widow  (the  claimant)  was  granted  a  pension  under  the  general  law, 
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which  she  drew  until  October  4,  1892,  when  her  name  was  dropped 
from  the  rolls  on  account  of  her  remarriage,  November  13,  1892,  to 
one  A.  H.  Trophagan. 

In  her  declaration  claimant  made  the  following  statement: 

That  on  the  13th  day  of  November,  1892,  she  was  inarrietl  to  Andrew  H.  Tro- 
phagan in  Stark  County,  111.,  in  the  town  of  Wyoming,  and  that  she  ceased  to  draw 
her  pension  on  account  of  her  remarriage;  that  at  the  time  of  said  remarriage  she 
had  no  knowle<ige  that  the  said  Andrew  H.  Trophagan  had  not  ])een  divonred  from 
his  wife,  Susan  Troi)hagan,  but  was  informed  by  him  that  he  had  been  divorced 
from  her;  that  said  information  was  untrue  and  deceptive;  that  affiant  entereii  into 
said  marriage  ceremony  in  good  faith,  supposing  it  legal  and  binding.  When  she 
found  the  said  Andrew  H.  Trophagan  had  another  wife  living  from  whom  he  hail  not 
been  divorced  she  ceased  to  live  with  him,  and  took  legal  proceedings  to  have  her 
marriage  w'ith  "him  annulled,  and  she  refers  to  the  evidence  herewith  filed  showing 
such  annulment.  She  declares  she  is  still  the  widow  of  the  said  Alonzo  Kingsley; 
that  she  was  never  marrie<l  since  his  death,  except  to  the  said  Andrew  H.  Tropha- 
gan, which  marriage  has  l)een  annulled. 

A  certified  copy  of  a  decree  of  the  circuit  court  of  Stark  County, 
111.,  in  the  Septeml>er,  1899,  term  thereof,  was  tiled  in  the  case,  in 
which  is  the  following  judgment: 

It  is  therefore  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  by  the  court  that  the  marriafze 
between  the  said  complainant  and  the  said  defendant  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby, 
dissolved  and  annulled,  and  the  said  parties  are,  and  each  of  them  is,  freed  from  all 
the  obligations  thereof. 

The  decree  also  recites  the  fact  that  Andrew  H.  Trophagan  married 
claimant  while  he  had  an  undivorced  wife  living. 

With  the  papers  in  the  case  was  the  following  report  from  your 
Bureau  in  response  to  the  appeal: 

Respectfully  transmitted  to  the  honorable  Secretary  with  the  opinion  that  the 
action  appealed  from  should  be  adhered  to.  It  is  held  by  this  Bureau  that  pensions 
should  not  be  paid  to  widows  for  any  perio<l  during  which  they  liveil  with  and  were 
supported  by  men  alleged  to  be  their  husbands.  This  view  is  supported  by  the  Sec- 
retary's decision  in  Vol.  11,  P.  D.,  403,  incase  of  Phoebe  Ann  CJobum,  now  Robbhis. 

The  case  above  cited  is  not  in  point  with  the  one  under  consideration 
from  any  point  of  view,  nor  is  there  any  reasoning  that  can  make  the 
two  cases  in  any  degree  analogous: 

In  the  Coburn  case  (supra)  the  claimant  wa«  married  to  one  Butter- 
field  V.  Coburn  prior  to  the  civil  war.  In  18(51  he  enlisted  in  the  mili- 
tary service  of  the  United  States  and  was  discharged  in  1863.  On  his 
return  home  to  claimant  he  evinced  a  roving  disposition,  and  was  fre- 
quently absent  from  home.  During  one  of  these  absences  the  claimant, 
in  1866,  married  one  A.  J.  Pebbles,  and  continued  to  live  with  him  as 
his  wife  until  1880,  when  he  deserted  her.  The  claimant  learned  after 
her  marriage  to  Pebbles  that  Coburn  was  living  and  that  he  did  not 
die  until  1871.     In  the  course  of  the  opinion  the  Department  said: 

It  is  clearly  shown  that  the  claimant,  for  several  years  Ijefore  the  soldier's  death 
(during  part  of  which  time,  at  least,  she  knew  that  he  was  alive)  and  for  nine  years 
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thereafter,  passed  as  the  wife  of  Pebbles.  She  cohabited  with  him,  bore  his  name, 
and  after  he  left  her  claimed  a  wife^ij  interest  in  his  property.  In  so  far  as  she  could, 
and  with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  facts,  she  renounced  her  matrimonial  connections 
with  Cobum  and  proclaimed  herself  the  wife  of  Pebbles.  It  has  been  held  by  the 
DejMirtment  in  several  similar  cases  that  a  woman  is  estopped  by  such  conduct  from 
subsequently  denying  the  validity  of  the  second  marriage  in  order  to  obtain  pension 
as  the  widow  of  the  first  husband.  (See  Digest  of  Pension  and  Bounty  Land  Deci- 
sions, p.  433,  and  cases  cited. ) 

The  gist  of  the  decisions  of  the  Department  on  this  question  cited 
above  is  shown  by  a  reference  to  the  Digest,  as  follows: 

The  living  and  cohabiting  of  a  widow  pensioner  with  a  man  and  being  known  and 
recognized  as  his  wife  constitute  such  a  remarriage  as  will  deprive  her  of  her  pension. 
(Mary  Banks,  4  P.  D.,  O.  8.,  438. ) 

Where  the  question  of  remarriage  of  a  widow  of  a  soldier  is  involved,  cohabitation 
as  a  wife  with  some  man  estops  her  from  obtaining  a  pension.  (Mother  of  Joseph 
A.  Winn,  5  P.  D.,  O.  S.,  110.) 

Even  though  no  marriage  ceremony  is  shown  to  have  been  performed,  the  mutual 
recognition  of  the  parties  as  husband  and  wife,  their  reputation  as  such,  and  the 
admissions  of  the  wife  estop  her  from  claiming  pension  as  the  soldier^s  widow. 
(Harriet  K.  Kingsbury,  7  P.  D.,  O.  S.,  19.) 

It  will  be  noted  that  these  cases  turn  upon  the  point  that  the  claim- 
ants, b}^  their  conduct,  and,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  by  their  remarriage  at 
common  law,  were  not  to  be  held  as  the  widows  of  the  soldiers  for 
pensionable  purposes.  , 

In  the  case  under  consideration  the  claimant  entered  into  a  marriage 
with  Trophagan  in  good  faith.  So  far  as  legal  forms  could  go,  she 
became  his  wife.  But  the  fact  was  he  lacked  capacity  to  marry.  He 
had  an  undivorced  wife  living.  The  marriage  was  null  and  void,  and 
was  so  adjudged  and  decreed  ])y  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction. 
When  that  decree  was  entered  the  claimant  stood  in  the  position  of 
not  having  been  remarried.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  she  never  had  been 
married  to  Trophagan. 

In  the  Cobum  case  the  claimant  was  seeking  to  take  advantage  of 
her  own  wrong.  She  married  Pebbles  in  haste  and  lived  with  him 
for  many  years,  knowing  she  was  not  his  lawful  wife.  In  this  case  as 
soon  as  the  facts  became  known  to  the  claimant  she  sought  legal  means 
to  nullify  a  marriage  which,  though  entered  into  in  good  faith,  was, 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  void. 

In  the  case  of  Marv  L.  Moore  (3  P.  D.,  O.  S.,  72)  the  Department 
held: 

The  widow's  remarriage  to  a  man  who  then  had  an  undivorced  wife  living  is  no 
bar  to  her  pension,  such  marriage  being  declared  void  by  the  laws  of  the  State  where 
solemnized. 

This  rule  of  law  in  this  class  of  cases  has  been  uniformlv  followed 
by  the  Department. 

This  somewhat  extended  discussion  of  so  plain  a  proposition  of  law 
has  been  had  for  the  reason  that  it  appears,  from  the  following  slip  of 
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a  re-reviewer  of  the  Bureau,  that  the  mone}'  was  withheld  from  this 
claimant  in  accordance  with  piuctice: 

Under  the  present  practice  we  should  withhold  pension  during  the  period  that 
this  claimant  lived  with  Andrew  H.  Trophagan  as  his  wife. 

If  there  is  a  practice  in  the  Bureau  holding,  in  conformity  to  the 
above  slip,  in  such  cases  as  the  one  under  consideration,  it  is  erroneous 
and  should  be  discontinued. 

To  hold  that  this  claimant,  who,  as  a  matter  of  law,  never  was  mar- 
ried to  Trophagan,  should  be  restored  to  her  pension,  subject  to  a 
deduction  for  the  years  she  lived  with  him,  is  pure  legislation  upon  the 
part  of  the  Bureau. 

Section  4708,  Revised  Statutes,  is  as  follows: 

The  remarriage  of  any  widow,  dependent  mother,  or  dependent  sister  entitled  to 
pension  shall  not  bar  her  rij^ht  to  such  i>eusion  to  the  date  of  her  marriage,  whether 
an  application  therefor  was  filed  before  or  after  such  marriage;  but  on  the  marriage 
of  any  widow,  dependent  mother,  or  dependent  sister  having  a  pension,  such  pen- 
sion shall  cease. 

As  a  matter  of  law  and  fact,  this  claimant  never  was  remarried,  and 
her  title  is  clear  to  restoration  to  the  rolls  from  the  date  her  name  was 
dropped  on  account  of  an  alleged  remarriage. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  from  which  the  appeal  was  filed  is  reversed, 
and  the  papers  are  returned  for  a  readjudication  of  the  claim  in  con- 
formity with  this  opinion. 


ATTORNEYS— FORFEITURE— REf'OGNinOX. 

Samuel  E.  Van  Antwerp  (claimant). 
C.  E.  FooTE  (attorney). 

Where  an  attorney  has  rendered  no  material  service  in  a  claim  for  more  than  one 
ye4ir,  an<l  by  such  failure  is  in  default,  the  Bureau  may  properly  refuse  to  accord 
him  further  recognition,  although  the  claimant  has  not  appointed  another  attor- 
ney to  continue  the  prosecution  of  the  claim. 

Assistant    S€eri4ary   M,     W.    Miller  to  Commissioner   of  Pensirms^ 

June  10.  lOOS, 

C.  E.  Foote,  of  Kalamazoo,  Mich.,  on  April  13,  1902,  entered  an 
appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  denying  him  further  recogni- 
tion in  the  claim  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  of 
Samuel  E.  Van  Antwerp,  who  served  in  Company  I,  One  hundred  and 
ninety-third  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry. 

In  behalf  of  the  soldier,  on  October  28,  1897,  the  appellant  filed  a 
declaration  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  in  which 
disease  of  heart,  hernia  of  right  side,  catarrh,  and  disease  of  digestive 
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organs  were  alleged  as  disabling  causes.  He  filed  evidence  Novem- 
ber 20,  1897.  He  was  called  upon  December  21, 1897,  for  testimony 
of  two  witnesses,  other  than  relatives,  who  had  known  claimant  from 
time  antedating  the  alleged  incurrence  of  hernia,  showing  that  he  had 
been  during  all  their  acquaintance  with  him  a  man  of  good  habits. 
Such  evidence  is  not  on  file,  nor  is  there  on  file  the  affidavit  of  the 
claimant  or  other  proof  of  the  facts  specified  in  the  call  of  Decem- 
ber 21,  1897.  The  appellant  called  up  the  case  June  9,  1898,  June  1, 
1899,  May  18, 1900,  April  24, 1901,  April  9, 1902,  and  March  23, 1903. 
On  April  7,  1903,  he  was  advised  that — 

The  claimant  appears  to  have  abandonecl  the  prosecution  of  the  claim,  and  it  oan 
not  be  renewed  on  this  call.  Nor  can  you  be  further  recognized  therein  unless  a  new 
and  valid  power  of  attorney  from  the  claimant  in  your  favor  be  filed. 

Hence  this  appeal. 

Appellant  states  that  on  March  10, 1898,  he  forwarded  to  the  Bureau 
the  claimant's  affidavit  as  to  his  inability  to  furnish  the  evidence  speci- 
fied in  the  call  of  December  21,  1897,  and  urges  that  the  filing  of  this 
affidavit  prima  facie  completed  this  claim. 

The  filing  of  such  affidavit  under  the  recited  conditions  would  have 
prima  facie  completed  the  claim  and  entitled  the  appellant  to  further 
information  of  the  requirements  of  the  claim.  However,  as  l^efore 
stated,  there  is  no  affidavit  of  this  character  on  file,  nor  has  the  appel- 
lant a  receipt  showing  that  such  affidavit  was  received  by  the  Bureau. 
There  is,  therefore,  no  competent  evidence  showing  that  the  evidence 
in  question  was  ever  adduced  in  the  Bureau.  Through  his  failure  to 
comply  with  the  call  of  December  21,  1897,  or  to  show  the  inability 
of  the  claimant  to  comply  therewith,  the  appellant  became  in  default 
on  the  expiration  of  one  year  from  the  date  of  said  call,  and  under 
Rule  12  forfeited  his  rights.  As  thereafter  he  never  rendered  any 
material  service  in  the  claim,  he  is  still  in  neglect. 

The  appellant,  who  was  the  recognized  attorne}^  in  the  claim,  is  in 
default  through  his  failure  for  one  year  to  render  material  service 
after  having  been  fully  advised  of  its  status.  Although  he  has  been 
in  default  for  several  years,  the  claimant  has  not  seen  fit  to  appoint 
another  attorney  in  lieu  of  the  appellant  to  prosecute  the  case.  Under 
these  conditions  the  Bureau  could  continue  to  recognize  the  appellant 
as  the  attorney  of  record.  In  the  case  of  Olivia  Joyce  (7  P.  D.,  156), 
it  is  held  (syllabus)  that — 

Where  an  attorney  has  rendere<l  no  service  during  the  year  to  which  he  is  entitled 
under  Rule  12,  and  there  in  no  other  attorney  in  the  case,  the  Commissioner  may,  in 
his  discretion,  if  the  condition  of  the  claim  demand  it,  continue  to  recognize  the 
former  attorney,  thereby  restoring  to  him  his  original  rights. 

In  the  case  of  Anna  Derhammer,  deceased,  dated  November  23, 1S93 
(16  Fee  P.  L.  Bk.,  362),  a  declaration  in  favor  of  the  claimant  was  filed 
by  the  appellant  attorneys  on  January  3, 1890:  they  last  filed  evidence 
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March  24,  1891,  which  did  not  complete  the  claim,  and  thereafter  ren- 
dered no  material  service.  Upon  the  lapse  of  a  3'ear  it  was  hold  by 
the  Bureau  that  the  appellants  had  forfeited  their  rights  through  their 
delay  in  the  prosecution  of  the  case  for  more  than  one  year,  during 
which  they  had  failed  to  render  any  material  service. 
In  deciding  the  question  on  appeal  the  Department  said: 

It  does  not  appear  that  claimant  has  appointcnl  an  attorney  to  succeed  appellants 
or  that  she  desires  to  revoke  their  attorneyship;  but  her  failure  to  appoint  one  or  to 
express  her  dissatisfaction  can  not  be  accepted  as  evident^  to  show  that  ap|)ellants 
have  not  neglected  their  duty  in  the  premises.  Under  rule  12  of  the  rules  of  practi*^ 
before  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  neglect  to  prosecute  a  claim  for  one  year,  in 
default  of  cause  shown  therefor,  is  held  conclusive  evidence  of  abandonment  c>f  a 
claim  by  an  attorney,  and  undoubtedly  such  abandonment  calls  for  affirmative  action 
by  the  Bureau  for  the  protection  of  the  ai)plicant.  In  the  nature  of  things  an  appli- 
cant can  have  but  little  knowledge  of  the  progress  of  her  claim,  and  must  necessarily 
rely  upon  the  attorney.  When  an  attorney  is  and  has  been  long  in  neglect,  it  would 
be  manifestly  unjust  to  leave  a  claimant  at  such  attorney's  mercy,  and  thus  to  i>ost- 
pone  indefinitely  the  determination  of  rights  the  latter  was  employed  to  esta])lish. 

The  Department  has  invariably  followed  it'^  rule  laid  downi  in  the 
cited  decisions  in  all  cases  on  appeal  where  the  question  as  to  an  attor- 
ney's right  to  continued  recognition  was  in  the  discretion  of  the  Com- 
missioner of  Pensions  under  the  test  of  said  rule,  and  the  attornev  had 
been  denied  further  recognition  because  he  had  neglected  the  case  for 
more  than  one  year. 

The  appellant  for  over  live  years  has  rendered  no  material  service 
in  the  claim,  although  during  that  period  he  was  advised  of  it>*  status 
and  thus  knew  what  steps  to  take  to  complete  it.  Such  neglect  to 
prosecute  a  claim  under  the  rules  of  pi-actice  works  a  forfeiture  of  an 
attorney's  rights.  The  action  of  the  Bureau  in  denying  the  appellant 
further  re(»ognition  is  affirmed. 

In  this  connection  it  is  well  to  direct  attention  to  the  scope  of  the 
rule  laid  dow^n  in  Olivia  «Ioyce,  as  heretofore  observed  in  the  practice 
and  as  applied  in  this  case,  and  more  particularly  specify  the  precise 
conditions  under  which  the  rule  has  been  invoked,  so  that  a  wider  scope 
will  not  be  claimed  for  the  rule  than  has  been  heretofore  given  it. 

When  through  his  failure  to  render  material  service  in  a  claim  within 
his  allotted  time,  or  to  call  it  up  at  proper  intervals,  an  attorney 
becomes  in  neglect  under  the  rules  of  practice,  and  no  other  person 
has  been  appointed  to  prosecute  the  case,  the  attorney,  although  in 
neglect,  can  be  recognized  through  the  courtesy  of  the  Bureau.  This 
recognition  implies  that  if  not  advised  or  presumed  to  have  been 
advised  of  the  status  of  a  claim  the  Bureau  will  give  him  the  status;  if 
he  then  renders  material  service  before  another  attorney  appears  in 
the  claim,  he  will  thereby  be  restored  to  his  former  rights  and  become 
the  attorney  of  record  in  the  claim.  (Moses  Adams,  26  F.  P.  L.  Bk,, 
419.)     Also  where  an  attorney  filed  or  appeared  in  a  claim  for  pension 
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and  more  than  a  year  elapsed  lx?tween  dates  on  which  he  rendered 
material  service  in  its  prosecution,  the  rule  has  ever  been  that  the  per- 
foraiance  of  the  service  restored  his  stjitus,  provided  the  claimant  had 
not  appointed  another  attorney  to  continue  its  prosecution.  Where 
in  a  case  an  attorney  has  thus  retrieved  his  forfeiture  of  attorneyship 
and  continues  to  preserve  his  rights,  the  Bureau  has  given  him  status 
of  the  case  in  instances  where  he  would  have  been  so  entitled  had  he 
never  become  in  default.  The  furnishing  of  this  status  is  what  con- 
stitutes recognition  by  the  Bureau  through  its  courtesy.  Its  recogni- 
tion to  such  an  attornev  has  been  denied  in  cases  where  the  claimant 
has  appointed  another  attorney  to  prosecute  the  case,  not  on  the 
ground  that  either  the  former  attorney"  or  the  claimant  has  abandoned 
the  case,  but,  as  stated  in  the  cited  cases,  on  the  ground  that  the  claim- 
ant has  availed  himself  of  the  opportunity  presented  ])y  the  neglect  of 
the  one  to  appoint  another  attome}^  to  represent  his  interest. 

Where  an  attorney  who  has  become  in  default  in  a  claim  does  not 
subsequenth'  render  any  material  service  in  its  further  prosecution, 
there  is  no  doubt  as  to  the  propriety  of  the  Bureau  in  refusing  to 
accord  him  recognition;  but  when  in  default  he  renders  material  serv- 
ice in  a  claim,  and  no  attorney  has  been  appointed  to  supersede  him, 
there  are  good  reasons  which  can  be  assigned  in  favor  of  again  accord- 
ing him  recognition,  and  such  act  on  the  part  of  the  Bureau  would  be 
in  accord  with  its  invariable  practice  in  like  instances  in  the  past, 
which  had  met  with  the  approval  of  this  Department.  However,  as 
the  question  as  to  an  attorney's  right  to  continued  recognition  uix>n 
rendering  material  service  under  the  recited  conditions  does  not  arise 
in  this  case,  it  will  not  be  further  discussed. 


I>IVI9IOX    OF    PEN9IOX— niVORCE    DECREE-EVIllEXCE— FRAUI>- 

PRACmCE. 

Nancy  E.  Lynch  r,  Philip  Lynch. 

A  decree  of  divorce  valid  on  its  face  should  })e  accepted  hh  conclusive  of  the  luarita 
status  so  long  as  the  parties  to  the  suit  are  alive  and  the  courts  oi)en  to  them. 
See  Cooper  r.  Cooper  (13  P.  I).,  208)  and  Powell  r.  Powell  (13  P.  D.,  230). 

As8'!j<tant  Sec7*etary  M,   W,  Millei*  to  th<'  Coiinnii<s<lfmeT  of  PenHumn^ 

June  10,  1903, 

Nancy  E.  Lynch  appealed,  May  1,  1903,  from  the  Bureau  action  of 
March  23,  1903,  allowing  her  claim,  tiled  March  28, 1902,  for  one-half 
the  pension  of  her  husband,  Philip  Lynch,  a  pensioner  under  certificate 
No.  314993,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  deserted  her,  payment  to  cease 
June  27,  1902,  date  pensioner  secured  a  divorce  from  claimant  in  the 
circuit  court  of  Butler  County,  Mo. 
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Claimant  alleges  no  error  on  the  part  of  the  Bureau,  as  required  by 
Rule  19  of  Practice,  but  alleges  merely  that  her  husband  secured  his 
decree  of  divorce  bv  fraud  and  without  notice  to  her;  that  her  husband 
was  not  a  bona  tide  resident  of  Missouri  at  the  time  he  procured  said 
decree;  that  he  well  knew  she  was  a  resident  of  Pike  County,  Ind., 
but  concealed  that  fact  from  the  court,  and  that  she  had  no  information 
as  to  his  application  for  a  divorce  in  Missouri. 

Even  assuming  that  all  of  claimant's  allegations  are  true,  it  does  not 
follow  that  the  action  of  the  Bureau  was  not  justified.  The  evidence 
discloses  that  a  certified  copy  of  the  proceedings  in  the  circuit  court 
of  Butler  County,  Mo.,  at  the  June  term,  1902,  in  the  case  of  Philip 
Lynch  v.  Nancy  Ellen  L^-nch,  was  on  file  in  the  papers  in  this  case 
prior  to  the  said  action  of  the  Bureau.  The  copy  of  the  decree  filed 
is  regular  on  its  face,  and  claimant  has  failed  to  point  out  any  defect 
therein  which  would  justify  this  Department  or  the  Bureau  in  ques- 
tioning the  validit}'  of  said  decree. 

The  Department  holds  that  so  long  as  a  decree  of  divorce,  prima 
facie  valid  on  its  face,  is  judicially"  unimpaired,  it  should  be  accepted 
by  the  Pension  Bureau  and  this  Department  as  conclusive  of  the 
marital  status  of  the  parties,  at  least  so  long  as  the  parties  to  the 
decree  are  alive  and  the  courts  are  open  to  their  relief;  that  public 
policy  and  good  administrative  duty  require  that  questions  of  this 
nature  should  be  left  to  the  courts,  and  that  parties  questioning  the 
validity  of  a  decree  of  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction  over  the  subject- 
matter,  collaterally^  in  proceedings  of  this  nature  before  the  Bureau 
or  this  Department,  should  be  relegated  to  the  courts  for  their  remedy. 
See  departmental  decision  in  the  case  of  Cooper  i\  Cooper  (13  P.  D., 
208)  and  Powell  v.  Powell  (ibid.,  236). 

Claimant's  attention  was  invited  to  the  decision  in  the  Cooper  case 
(supra)  on  a  former  dismissal  of  her  appeal. 

Rule  19  of  Practice  requires  the  appellant  in  cases  under  the  act  of 
March  3,  1899,  to  specifically  state  the  error  of  law  or  fact  complained 
of  and  the  grounds  relied  up)on  for  reversing  or  modifying  the  Bureau 
action  appealed  from. 

As  the  appeal  in  this  case  has  failed  to  comply  with  the  require- 
ments of  siiid  rule  the  same  is  accordingly  dismissed. 
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Harriet  D.  Howard  (widow). 

The  evidence  shows  that  this  claimant  has  a  means  of  support  which  if  conserved 
with  reasonable  care  would  produce  an  actual  net  income  in  excess  of  $250  per 
year,  and  she  is  not,  therefore,  entitled  to  pension  under  the  third  section  of  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  May  9,  1900. 
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Assistant  Secretary  M,   VT,  Miller  to  the   Commissioiur  of  Pensions^ 

June  10,  190S, 

Harriet  D.,  as  widow  of  John  J.  Howard,  formerly  first  lieutenant 
Company  D,  Seventeenth  Indiana  Volunteer  Infantry,  filed  a  claim 
for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  May  6,  1901,  which  was 
rejected  March  19,  1903,  in  the  following  stated  language: 

Approved  for  rejection  on  the  ground  of  nondependence  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  May  9,  1900,  as  the  claimant  is  in  possession  of 
resourcts  amply  sufficient,  if  prudently  managed,  to  secure  her  a  net  annual  income 
of  more  than  $250. 

April  18,  1903,  the  claimant  filed  an  appeal  to  the  Department,  con- 
tending that  the  Bureau  was  in  error  in  its  consideration  of  the  evi- 
dence in  the  case. 

The  statements  of  the  claimant  show  that  at  the  date  she  filed  her 
claim  she  had  on  deposit  in  a  bank  in  New  York  City  §3,725,  on  which 
she  was  drawing  2  per  cent  interest.  She  also  owned  a  house  and  lot 
in  Chicago,  111.  at  a  conservative  estimate  valued  $7,000.  This  house 
ha^  a  rental  value  of  from  $35  to  $40  per  month,  and  in  fact  has  been 
rented  at  $40  since  1901.  There  is  a  mortgage  on  this  house  of  $2,500, 
bearing  5^  per  cent  interest. 

The  claimant  has  testified  to  repairs  amounting  to  over  $350  during 
the  years  1901  and  1902.  When  the  case  came  l>ef ore  the  Department 
it  was  apparent  at  once  that  claimant  was  not  using  ordinary  business 
sense  in  the  use  of  her  property,  inasmuch  as  she  had  over  $3,000  in 
bank  in  New  York  at  2  per  cent  and  was  paying  5 J  per  cent  on  a  $2,500 
mortgage  in  Chicago.  The  papers  were  returned  to  the  Bureau  in 
order  to  ascertain  why  claimant  did  not  pay  oflf  the  mortgage,  or  so 
invest  her  own  money  that  the  interest  on  the  Chicago  mortgage  might 
not  be  a  charge.  She  was  cross-examined  on  this  point  and  answered 
that  the  Chicago  mortgage  was  not  due  and  she  could  not  pay  it  off. 

This  claimant  owns  a  piece  of  property,  the  rental  value  of  which  is 
$40  per  month,  and  has  over  §3,000  in  bank.  This  money  judiciously 
invested  should  produce  at  least  $120  per  year.  This  added  to  §480 
would  make  her  gross  income  §600.  Against  this  are  charges  of  inter- 
est of  $137.50,  taxes  $53.20,  making  $190.70;  leaving  her  a  net  balance 
of  $409.30  per  year.  Allowing  $100  for  repairs  each  year,  which 
would  be  excessive,  the  claimant  would  still  have  remaining  §309.30 
annuallv. 

The  claimant  contends  that  as  she  only  receives  2  per  cent  on  her 
money  in  bank,  and  that  her  tenants  failed  to  pay  rent  for  a  part  of 
one  year,  and  l)ecause  her  repairs  amounted  to  over  $350  in  one  year, 
that  she  does  not  have  an  actual  net  income  of  §250. 

Suppose  that  she  received  no  interest  on  her  money  in  bank,  or  that 
she  allowed  her  house  in  Chicago  to  remain  vacant?     She  would  derive 
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no  income  at  all  in  such  a  case,  vet  it  could  not  be  said  that  she  was  in 
such  circumstances  as  to  bring  her  within  the  intent  of  the  law  granting 
her  a  pension. 

This  claimant  has  income-producing  property,  which  if  reasonably 
cared  for  would  produce  an  income  much  in  excess  of  $250  per  j^ear. 
A  large  amount  of  repairs  tending  to  increase  the  value  of  the  free- 
hold, or  to  advance  the  rental  value  of  a  house,  can  not  be  made  in  one 
year  and  charged  against  the  rents  of  that  year  in  order  to  bring  the 
income  down  to  the  legal  limit.  These  charges  rightfully  should  lie 
distributed  over  a  number  of  years.  Neither  can  a  claimant  in  pos- 
session of  a  large  amount  of  money  leave  it  lying  idle  in  a  bank  and 
then  allege  she  has  no  income. 

A  claimant  is  chargeable  with  fair  and  reasonal)le  results  from 
income-producing  property.  She  is  called  upon  to  use  her  money  or 
property^  in  such  a  way  as  to  produce  an  income  such  as  would  natu- 
rally rise  from  a  prudent  use  of  it,  and  if  her  actual  net  income  is  then 
below  $250  she  is  pensionable,  otherwise  not. 

The  material  portion  of  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  May  9,  11»0<) 
(amending  the  act  of  June  27,  1890),  is  as  follows: 

That  if  any  officer  or  enlisted  man  who  served  ninety  days  or  more  in  the  Anny 
or  Navy  of  the  Unite<l  States  during  the  late  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  who  was  hon- 
orably discharged,  has  died,  or  shall  hereafter  die,  leaving  a  widow  without  means 
of  support  other  than  her  daily  labor,  and  an  actual  net  income  not  exceeding  two 
hundred  and  fifty  dollars  per  year,  or  minor  children  under  the  age  of  16  years,  such 
widow  shall,  upon  due  i>roof  of  her  huslmnd's  death,  without  proving  his  death  to 
be  the  result  of  his  army  service,  l)e  j)Iaced  on  the  pension  roll  from  the  date  of  the 
application  therefor  under  this  act,  at  the  rate  of  eight  dollars  jK^r  month  during  her 
widowhood.     *    *    * 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  a  widow  under  this  act  must  l)e  left  without 
other  means  of  support  than  her  daily  labor,  and  in  addition  her 
income  must  exceed  ^250  to  place  her  outside  the  intent  of  the  law. 
This  claimant  has  a  means  of  support  in  her  house  and  money  in  Imnk, 
which  if  conserved  with  reasonable  care  would  produce  more  than 
$250  "actual  net  income."'  The  action  of  the  Bureau  in  rejecting  the 
claim  from  which  the  appeal  was  filed  was  right,  and  it  is  hereby 
affirmed. 


evtdexce— kecorr>  of  the  avar  department— opixiox  ettdence. 

('atherine  Parcet.l  (widow). 

Soldier  was  formally  discharge<l  by  the  customary  certificate  of  discharge  after  a 
service  of  more  than  five  months,  as  shown  by  the  records  of  the  War  Depart- 
ment. In  the  absence  of  any  evidence  to  the  contrary  it  will  be  presumed  that 
he  served  ninety  days  or  more,  "actual  service,"  in  the  war  of  the  rebellion. 
The  widow  is  therefore  jx^nsionable. 
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The  conclueion,  determination,  or  opinion  of  an  oflScer  of  any  other  Department, 
based  upon  evidence  not  before  this  Department,  is  not  competent  evidence  to 
\)e  considered  in  the  determination  of  the  case. 

Afts!i<taj}t  Secretary  3C.   W,  M'tlJev  t(f  the  Cmnmissioner  of  Pensions^ 

June  12,  1903, 

William  Parccll  was  a  pensioner  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
from  November  7,  1891,  to  April  3,  1893,  the  date  of  his  death. 

On  September  16,  1895,  his  widow,  Catherine  Parcell,  applied  for  a 
widow's  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  Her  application 
(No.  620670)  was  rejected  on  March  12,  1896,  on  the  ground  that  sol- 
dier was  not  mustered  into  the  United  States  service.  On  June  25, 
1901,  she  appealed. 

William  Parcell  was  an  unassigned  dmfted  man,  Fourteenth  Con- 
gressional district  of  Ohio.  He  was  drafted  and  enrolled  on  June  8, 
1861r,  at  Wooster,  Ohio,  and  was  discharged  on  a  surgeon's  certificate 
of  disability  at  Tod  Barracks,  Columbus,  Ohio,  November  12,  1864. 
Apparenth'  he  rendered  service  in  excess  of  the  ninety  da^^s  required 
by  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  i.  e.,  for  more  than  five  months.  No 
question  was  ever  liaised  during  soldier's  lifetime  as  to  his  service. 
The  War  Department,  under  date  of  August  5,  1891,  in  response  to  a 
call  for  an  official  statement  showing  date  of  enrollment  and  date  and 
mode  of  termination  of  service,  submitted  the  following  report: 

The  rolls  show  that  William  Parcell  *  ♦  *  was  enrolle<l  June  8, 1864,  and  dis- 
chai^e<l  November  12,  1864,  on  surgeon's  certificate  of  disability. 

The  surgeon's  certificate  referred  to  is  on  file  and  is  as  follows: 

**  William  Parcell  *  *  *  drafted  *  *  *  was  enlisted  by  Captain  Drake,  of 
the  Fourteenth  district  of  Ohio,  at  Wooster,  Ohio,  on  the  eighth  day  of  June,  1864, 
to  serve  three  years;  he  was  lx)rn  in  Holmes  County,  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  is  thirty- 
eeven  years  of  age,  five  feet  ten  incthes  high,  dark  complexion,  grey  eyes,  brown 
hair,  and  by  occu|)ation  a  fanner.  During  the  last  two  months  the  said  soldier  has 
l)een  unfit  for  duty days. 

** Station:  Tixl  Barra(;ks,  Columlms,  Ohio. 

**Date:  Xoveml>er  3,  1864. 

"John  W.  Skiles, 
"3/iri/.  88th  Ohio  V.  /.,  Conimanding  Tod  Barracks. 

**  I  certify  that  I  have  carefully  examined  William  Parcell  *  ♦  ♦  and  find  him 
incapable  of  performing  the  duties  of  a  soldier  because  of  contraction  of  flexor  ten- 
dons of  right  thigh.     Tested  under  clilorofomi. 

"A.  J.  Phelps, 
**  Surgeon,  U,  S.  To/^., 
*  *  Pres.  Examining  Board  at  Gei\eral  Rendezvous. 
*'  Discharged  this  twelfth  day  of  Noveml^er,  1864,  at  Tod  Barracks,  Columbus,  Ohio. 

*MonN  W.  Skiles,  Maj.,  eic.^' 

Soldier's  original  certificate  is  also  on  file: 
**  To  whom  it  may  concern: 

"  Know  ye,  that  William  Parcell,  a   drafteil  man  of  Captain  coini»any, 

unassigned,  Regiment  of    *    *    *    Volunteers-,  who  was  enrolle<l  on  the  eighth  day 
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of  June,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  sixty-four,  to  serve  three  years,  or  during         } 
the  war,  is  hereby  discharged  from  the  service  of  the  United  States,  this  twelfth  day 
of  November,  1864,  at  Tod  Barracks,  by  reason  of   surgeon's  certificate  of  disa- 
bility."    *    *    * 

(Personal  description  follows. )  ' 

**  Given  at  Tod  Barracks,  Columbus,  Ohio,  this  12th  day  of  November,  1865. 

•'John  W.  Skiles, 
"3/(fr/.  SSth  Ohio  V.  /.,  Commanding  Tod  Barracks^ 

Soldier's  service  was  not  questioned  until  1895.     On  May  31  of  that 
year  the  War  Department  suVjmitted   the   following   report    to   the         I 
Pension  Bureau: 

Respectfully  returned  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  with  the  information  that 
it  has  been  determined  by  this  Department  that  the  within-named  William  Parcell, 
unassigned  drafted  man,  Ohio,  was  never  in  the  military  service  of  the  Unite<i  States,  ^ 

he  having  been  rejected  by  the  board  of  examination  and  insi)ection  l^ecause  of 
** contraction  of  the  flexor  tendons  of  the  right  thigh." 

On  February  0,  1896,  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  requested  the 
War  Department  to  make  a  further  report  ''showing  whether  this 
man  was  examined  by  the  board  of  enrollment  at  Wooster,  Ohio,  and 
held  to  service."  On  February  11,  1896,  the  following  rej)ort  was 
submitted: 

ReHj)ectfully  retumeii  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  with  the  information  that 
no  record  has  been  found  showing  whether  this  man  was  examined  by  the  ]x>anl  of 
enrollment  at  Wooster,  Ohio,  and  held  to  service. 

Again,  in  1901,  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  applied  to  the  War  Depart- 
ment for  information,  calling  attention  to  soldier's  discharge  certilictite. 
On  May  5, 1901,  this  report  was  rendered: 

William  Parcell,  unassigneil  drafted  man,  was  not  accepte<i  into  the  military  serv- 
ice of  the  United  States  under  his  draft  of  June  8,  1864,  but  was  rejected  on  account 
of  a  physical  unfitness  for  that  service.  The  discharge  certificate  herewith  returned 
was  improperly  issued  to  him  and  is  of  no  value  as  evidence  that  he  was  in  service, 
since  the  official  records  show  ix>sitivelv  to  the  contrarv. 

The  claim  then  came  to  this  Department  on  appeal.  Under  depart- 
mental decision  of  February  28,  1903,  the  papers  were  returned  to  you 
with  instructions  again  to  request  information  from  the  War  Depart- 
ment why  the  discharge  certificate  was  not  evidence  of  military  service. 
The  War  Department  states  that  ''the  official  records  show  positiveh  " 
that  soldier  was  not  in  the  service  of  the  United  States.  The  facts 
upon  which  this  conclusion  is  predicated  not  being  in  evidence,  it  was 
deemed  essential  that  they  should  be  in  order  to  impeach  the  discharge 
certificate.  Under  date  of  March  21,  19o:3,  however,  the  Chief  of  the 
Record  and  Pension  Office  of  the  War  Department  submitted  this 
report: 

Respectfully  retunie<l  to  the  Coumiissioner  <>f  Pensions,  inviting  attention  to  tlie 
circular  of  this  Department  dated  November  2,  1901,  copies  (»f  which  were  furnished 
the  Commissioner  of  Pen^-ions  Noveml)er  9,  1901,  from  which  circular  it  will  Ik*  seen 
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that  a  statement  can  not  ]ye  furnished  showing  the  facts  uyxm  which  it  was  deter- 
mined by  this  Department,  from  the  records  in  its  custody,  that  the  within-named 
William  Parcell  was  not  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States. 

The  circular  to  which  reference  was  made  concludes  as  follows: 

Whenever  facts  relating  to  military  status  or  service  are  to  ])e  judicially  deter- 
mine<l,  the  records  of  the  War  Department  are  to  be  produced  for  judicial  conside^- 
tion.  Whenever  information  as  to  such  facts  is  required  merely  for  executive  action 
by  other  de|)artments,  the  War  Department  will  answer  all  proper  inquiries  in 
relation  thereto,  but  will  not  furnish  copies  of  its  records,  or  statements  from  them, 
tx>  enable  the  olficers  or  employees  of  other  departments  to  make  ind8i)endent 
decisions  upon  purely  military  questions. 

In  deciding  questions  raised  by  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the 
Commissioner  of  Pensions,  this  Department  exercises  judicial  func- 
tions and  is  governed,  so  far  as  compatible  with  its  peculiar  class  of 
cases,  by  those  general  rules  as  to  evidence  that  obtain  in  general 
tribunals  of  justice.  One  very  elementary  rule  is  that  judgment  must 
be  rendered  on  facts  shown  b}'  competent  evidence  only.  This  *is  a 
truism  that  hardly  needs  to  be  stated.  A  claim  can  not  be  adjudicated 
ujx)n  alleged  facts  if  those  facts  are  not  properly  in  evidence.  The 
point  is  well  stated  in  the  ease  of  Levi  M.  Winchell  (510  L.  B.,  356), 
decided  Augu.^t  7,  1902: 

The  conclusion,  determination,  or  opinion  of  any  other  department,  based  on 
evidence  not  l)efore  this  Department,  can  have  no  weij?ht  in  the  detennination  of 
the  case. 

There  are  only  two  questions  of  fact  raised  by  the  appeal:  (1)  Was 
soldier  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States  during  the  war  of 
the  rebellion?  and  (2)  What  was  the  duration  of  that  service? 

The  opinion  or  conclusion  of  the  Chief  of  the  Record  and  Pension 
Office  of  the  War  Department,  based  upon  certain  alleged  facts  within 
his  knowledge,  but  not  within  the  knowledge  of  this  Department,  that 
soldier  was  never  in  the  service  of  the  United  States,  is  not  evidence 
that  can  be  considered  in  this  case.  Facts  formally  reported  by  the 
custodian  of  records  in  the  War  Depailment  are,  under  our  practice, 
treated  as  evidence  properly  introduced.  But  the  conclusions  of  some 
officer  drawn  from  facts  within  his  knowledge  are  not,  and  can  not  be, 
treated  by  this,  or  an}"  other  tribunal,  as  evidence.  Onlj'  the  alleged 
facts  adduced  from  records  in  his  custody,  upon  which  his  opinion  is 
based,  would  be  competent  evidence  upon  the  point  in  issue  on  this 
appeal ;  and  a  statement  of  such  facts  as  may  warrant  the  opinion  that 
soldier  w^as  never  in  the  service  of  the  United  States  is  refused. 

There  is,  however,  competent  evidence,  in  the  nature  of  a  record, 
upon  this  point,  now  before  the  Department — the  surgeon's  certifi- 
cate of  disability  for  discharge,  hereinbefore  quoted,  corroborated  by 
the  certificate  of  discharge  and  by  the  report  of  the  War  Department 
dated  August  5, 1891.     This  constitutes  the  whole  record  as  furnished 
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by  the  War  Department,  eliminatinpf  "the  conclusion,  determination, 
or  opinion"  of  its  Chief  of  the  Record  and  Pension  Office,  and  it  is 
irreconcilable  with  said  conclusions,  or  opinions,  of  that  officer.  It 
shows  conclusively  that  soldier  was  ii>  the  service  of  his  country'  in 
the  war  of  the  rebellion  and  that  his  t-erm  of  service  extended  from 
June  8,  to  November  12,  1864 — five  months  and  five  days. 

There  is  nothing  in  evidence  to  destroy  the  presumption  that  actual 
service  was  rendered  by  the  soldier.  In  the  absence  of  any  evidence 
to  the  contrar}',  actual  service,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  must  be 
presumed  from  this  record.  He  was  enrolled  at  one  place  and  honor- 
ably discharged  five  months  later  at  another  place,  upon  a  surgeon's 
certificate  of  disabilitv,  in  which  it  is  stated  that  ''durintj  the  last  two 

months  the  said  soldier  has  been  unfit  for  dutv davs."     It  does 

not  appear  that  he  was  '"'' unfit"  for  '"actual  service''  the  remaining 
three  months;  the  language  of  the  certificate  implies  the  contmry. 
The  .War  Department  in  its  report  dated  February  11,  189(5,  states 
that  no  record  has  been  found  showinj;  whether  he  was  examined  bv 
the  board  of  enrollment  at  Wooster,  Ohio,  the  place  of  his  enrollment, 
in  June.  There  is  no  evidence  to  show  that  he  was  not  held  to  serv- 
ice; the  surgeon's  certificate  of  disability  for  discharge  tends  to  show 
the  contrarv.  That  certificate  shows  that  he  was  examined  on  or  after 
November  3,  1804,  b}-  a  surgeon,  the  president  of  the  examining 
board  at  general  rendezvous,  and  that  his  action  was  approved  by  the 
medical  director  of  the  Northern  Department  on  November  10,  1804. 
Whereupon  the  customary  discharge  certificate,  which  agrees  with 
the  record,  was  issued.  There  is  no  evidence  to  show  that  it  "'  was 
improperly  issued  to  him;"  the  evidence  shows  the  contrary.  If  it 
"is  of  no  value  as  evidence  that  he  was  in  the  service,"  it  is  so,  not 
because  it  was  "'' improperly  issued,"  but  because  there  is  better  evi- 
dence of  the  fact  that  he  was  in  the  service — the  record  itself,  the 
discharge  certificate  sustaining  the  same  relation  to  the  original  record 
that  a  clerk's  certificate  of  a  court's  decree  bears  to  the  original  record 
of  that  court. 

The  soldier's  pensionable  status  was  accepted  b}'  the  Bureau  of  Pen- 
sions upon  the  same  evidence,  i.  e.,  comi)etent  evidence,  that  is  in  the 
widow's  case — the  opinions  of  officers  of  the  War  Department  not 
being  regarded  as  evidence.  That  action  should  be  treated  as  conclu- 
sive as  to  the  widow's  claim  in  the  absence  of  additional  evidence  that 
would  justify  a  contrary  conclusion. 

The  action  is,  therefore,  reversed. 
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IN'CREASE— RESTOR.VTH)N— RES  J UDICATJE— PRACTICE. 

Jones  A.  Henderson. 

The  appellant  is  now,  and  has  been  since  March  3,  1883,  pensioned  at  the  rate  of  $30 
per  month  (second  grade)  for  "disease  of  heart  and  injury  of  left  knee."  In 
1889,  pursuant  to  certain  facts  brought  to  light  by  the  evidence  atlduced  at  a 
special  examination  held  in  the  premises,  his  name  was  dropped  from  the  rolls, 
but  it  was  promptly  restored  thereto  by  direction  of  the  First  Deputy  Commissioner 
of  Pensions,  upon  a  review  of  the  same  evidence  and  upon  the  same  set  of  facts 
that  caused  the  said  action  of  dropping.  While  the  action  of  restoration  does 
not  clear  the  case  from  the  cloud  resting  upon  it,  the  appellant  is,  nevertheless, 
under  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  William  Wilson  (10  P.  D.,  232),  entitled 
to  whatever  increase  in  rate  the  degree  of  disability  due  to  pensioned  causes 
may  warrant,  so  long  as  his  name  is  permitted  to  remain  upon  the  rolls. 

In  the  judgment  of  the  Department,  the  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  per- 
son shown  to  l)e  requireii  in  this  ciu«e  by  reason  of  said  causes,  brings  the  case 
within  the  purview  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  July  14,  1892,  and,  conse- 
ijuently,  warrants  the  allowance  of  the  $50  rate  from  the  date  uf  the  certificate 
of  the  medical  examination  held  pursuant  to  the  claim  for  increase,  from  the 
rejection  of  which  the  appeal  was  taken. 

A'Ssi.sta/it   Secrttary  JA    IF.  MUltr  to  the  CoinmlnHtimei'  of  Pensions ^ 

June  lo^  1903. 

riones  A.  Henderson,  formerly  a  private  in  Company  C,  Seventy- 
second  Indiana  Infantry,  is  now  pensioned  on  account  of  disability  due 
to  "•disease  of  heart  and  injury  of  left  knee/'  at  the  rate  of  $30  per 
month  (second  grade). 

On  June  4,  1900,  he  filed  a  claim  for  increase  in  which  he  merely 
alleged  that  he  was  '"wholly  unable  to  labor;"  but  in  an  affidavit  filed 
December  15,  11^02,  as  amendatory  of  such  ai)plication  for  increase,  he 
alleged  that  he  '"requires  the  frequent  and  i)eriodical,  though  not  reg- 
ular and  constant,  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person"  on 
account  of  said  pensioned  causes;  and  in  support  of  this  claim  fur- 
nished the  affidavits  of  his  attending  ph\'sician.  Dr.  Cyrus  A.  Ilar- 
baugh,  of  Lafayette,  Ind..  and  of  his*  wife,  Eliza  A.,  respectiv^el}', 
which  evidence  was  also  filed  on  December  15,  VM^l, 

Dr.  Harbaugh  testified  that  he  was  the  famih'  physician  of  the  sol- 
dier; that  he  hud  known  him  for  about  fifteen  vears;  that  on  account 
of  disease  of  heart  and  injury  to  left  leg  he  requires  the  fre(|uent  and 
periodical,  though  not  regular,  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another 
person;  that  his  wife  waits  on  and  attends  him;  and  that  at  times  he  is 
unable  to  help  himself. 

Eliza  A.  Henderson  testified  that  she  renders  the  pensioner  personal 
aid  and  attendance;  that  he  is  compelled  to  use  a  metal  apparatus  on 
his  left  leg  as  a  support  to  walk  with;  that  he  is  also  compelled  to  use 
a  crutch;  that  she  adjusts  the  said  appliance  to  his  left  leg;  that  she 
also  aids  him  in  dressing  and  undressing,  and  attends  to  his  other 
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wants  and  caring  for  him  in  his  helplessness;  and  that  only  at  times  is 
he  able  to  move  about. 

The  pensioner  was  not  examined  by  a  board  of  surgeons  under  his 
said  claim  for  increase  until  January  28,  1903.  The  objective  condi- 
tions manifested  at  such  examination,  were  as  follows: 

Tongue  furred.     Skin  negative,     (ieneral  appearance  indicates  fair  health. 

Disease  of  heart:  Apex  beat  in  fifth  intersjmce  one-half  inch  to  right  of  mammary 
line.  Impulse  diffused  over  an  area  2  inches  in  diameter.  Impulse  plainly  noted 
on  inspection  and  palpation.  Heart-beat  tumultuous.  Tliere  is  hypertrophy  and 
dilatation.  Mitral  regurgitant,  systolic,  nuirmur  lieard  in  left  axilla.  Aortic  steno- 
sis— murmur  heard  at  second  intercostal  si)ace,  systolic,  and  transmitted  along  the 
carotids.  Tricuspid  regurgitant  nnirmur,  systolic,  and  heard  at  ensifonn  cartilage. 
Dyspnoea  and  cyanosis  on  slight  exercise.     (Edema  of  feet  and  ankle?. 

******  ♦ 

Injury  of  left  knee:  Mea^surements  show  atrophy  of  three-quarters  inch  around 
patella;  1  inch  above  patella,  1  inch  atrophy;  6  inches  above  patella  4 J  inches  of 
atrophy;  midway  IxHween  knee  and  great  trochanter,  4  inches  atrophy;  around  mid- 
dle of  left  calf,  li  inches  atrophy. 

There  is  complete  anchylosis  of  left  kneejoint.  Slight  oedema  below  ])atella. 
Patella  thickened  and  immovable.     There  has  i^en  a  comminuted  fracture  of  patella. 

Claimant  recjuires  a  brace  for  the  injured  limb  and  requires  aid  in  its  adjustment. 
He  is  not  able  to  put  on  sock  or  shoe  on  foot  of  injured  limb,  nor  is  he  able  to  fa^^ten 
brace  around  ankle.  He,  however,  is  able  to  adjust  upjier  part  of  brace.  Has  attacks 
of  dyspna'a  and  l)ecomes  cyanotic  when  he  trie:?  to  adjust  brace. 

Kidneys:  Urinalysis,  sp.  gr.  1024;  acid,  no  albumin,  no  sugar. 

The  board  finds  claimant  so  disabled  from  heart-disease  and  injury  of  left  knee  as 
to  require  the  freiiuent  aid  and  ]>eriodical  attendance  of  another  person  and  is  entitled 
to  ^50  per  month. 

Claimant  wears  brace  furnished  bv  the  (Tovernment. 

» 

The  claim  in  question  was  rejected  April  4,  11M.)3,  on  the  ground 
that  the  existing  rate  in  the  case  was  commensurate  with  the  degree  of 
disability  shown  to  be  due  to  pensioned  causes. 

In  an  appeal  from  the  said  action  of  rejection,  filed  May  6,  15><>3,  it 
is  contended  that  for  many  years  the  appellant  has  been  compelled  to 
wear  iron  bands  around  his  left  leg  and  to  use  crutches:  that  he 
requires  the  frequent  and  periodical,  though  not  regular  and  constant, 
personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person,  and  that  he  is,  conse- 
quently, entitled  to  a  rating  of  ^50  per  month,  as  provided  hy  the  act 
of  July  14,  1802. 

Before  considering  and  ])assing  judgment  upon  the  validity  of  the 
aforesaid  contentions,  it  is  deemed  advisable  to  recite  herein  a  l)rief 
resume  of  the  more  essential  features  in  the  case,  as  brought  to  light 
by  the  facts  presented  from  time  to  time  since  the  appellant  in  the 
premises  filed  his  original  declaration  for  pension  on  July  20,  1863. 
These  facts  are  as  follows: 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  the  soldier  was  mus- 
tered into  the  service  August  11,  1802,  at  Indianapolis,  Ind.,  in  the 
Seventy-second  Regiment  of  Indiana  Volunteers,  to  serve  three  years 
or  during  the  war:  that  on  the  muster  roll  of  Company  C  of  that  regi- 
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ment,  ''from  enrollment  to  October  »^1,  1802,  he  is  reported  sick  in 
hospital  at  Louisville,  Kv.;  the  company  was  stationed  near  New 
Haven,  Kv.,  October  3,  1862.  March  and  April,  1862,  discharged  at 
Indianapolis,  Ind.,  April  7, 1863,  for  disability."  The  medical  records 
of  the  War  Department  show  that  he  w^as  *' admitted  to  No.  4  hos- 
pital. New  Albany,  Ind.,  October  5,  1862,  for  treatment  for  typhoid 
fever;  returned  to  duty  January  8,  1863."  He  was  discharged  April 
7,  1863,  at  Indianapolis,  Ind.,  on  a  surgeon's  *' certificate  of  disability 
for  discharge"  because  of  ''valvular  disease  of  heart,  and  occasional 
bleeding  from  lungs;  done  no  duty,  according  to  his  own  statement, 
in  six  months."  The  claimant  alleged  in  his  aforesaid  original  declara- 
tion for  pension  that  while  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty  ho  ])ecame 
disabled  in  the  following  manner: 

From  exposure  in  marching  from  Louisville  to  Elizabethtown,  and  returning  from 
the  last-named  place  to  the  former,  in  the  State  of  Kentucky,  from  on  or  about  the 
Ipt  to  the  5th  days  of  October,  1862;  that  the  disability  above  referred!  to  affected  him 
at  the  time  of  his  discharge,  and  that  he  is  still  affected  with  valvular  disease  of  the 
heart  and  occasional  ])le<yling  of  the  lungs. 

The  findings  set  out  in  the  certificate  of  a  medical  examination  made 
of  the  soldier  May  20,  1863,  prior  to  the  date  of  filing  his  said  claim 
for  pension,  as  was  the  practice  at  that  time,  were  as  follows: 

His  disease  I  consider  hypertrophy  with  dilatation  of  the  heart.  The  impulse  is 
remarkably  strong  and  the  sounds  diffused,  elevating  the  ear,  when  applied  over  the 
cardiac  region,  by  its  energetic  action.  The  first  sound  is  so  loud  and  prolonged  as  to 
completely  conceal  the  second.  The  action  from  exercise  lias  become  so  intense  at 
times  as  to  cause  haemoptysis. 

The  claim  was  admitted  April  7,  1864,  for  heart-disease  at  the  rate 
of  $5.33i  per  month  (two-thirds  of  a  private's  total)  from  April  7, 
1863,  the  date  of  the  soldier's  discharge  from  the  service.  The  rate 
for  said  cause  of  disability  was  subsequently  increased  from  time  to 
time  until  the  third-grade  rate  was  reached. 

As  heretofore  stated,  the  soldier  is  also  pensioned  for  injury  of  left 
knee.  It  was  not  until  October  25,  1871,  however,  that  he  filed  a 
claim  for  additional  pension  on  account  of  such  injury,  notwithstand- 
ing all  the  subsequent  allegations  that  were  made  both  by  himself  and 
the  witnesses  who  testified  in  his  behalf  as  to  the  time,  place,  and  cir- 
cumstances under  which  the  said  injury  was  incurred,  and  as  to  the 
great  degree  of  disability  resulting  therefrom.  The  said  claim  was 
admitted  September  24,  1884,  after  having  been  previousl}-  rejected 
because  of  the  failure  on  the  part  of  the  claimant  to  establish  the 
service  origin  of  the  injury  in  question;  and  the  rates  in  the  case  were 
readjusted  so  as  to  allow  a  rating  of  three-fourths  of  the  rank  of  a 
private  from  the  date  of  his  discharge  to  Septem))er  13,  1873,  for  the 
disability  due  to  the  injury  per  se,  and  the  second-grade  rate  there- 
after for  the  combined  disability  due  to  both  of  the  aforesaid  pensioned 
causes. 
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Subsequent  to  the  actions  referred  to  above — on  December  13, 1887, 
in  fact — certain  information  was  lodged  with  the  Bureau  which  tended 
to  show  that  such  actions  were  based  upon  false  premises,  as  it  could 
be  established,  if  proper  investigation  were  made,  that  the  causes  of 
disability  for  which  the  soldier  was  pensioned  were  not  due  to  his 
military  service,  but  to  causes  arising  prior  to  his  enlistment.  Pursu- 
ant to  this  said  information  a  preliminary  inquiry  was  made  in  the 
premises  as  to  the  probability  of  there  being  any  proper  foundation 
for  the  charges  preferred  against  the  validit}'  of  the  soldier's  title  to 
the  pension  that  had  been  allowed  him.  The  facts  brought  to  light  at 
such  preliminarv  examination  were  such  as  to  satisf  v  the  Bureau  that 
there  was  a  cloud  upon  the  soldiers  said  title  to  his  said  pension;  the 
payment  thereof  was,  therefore,  suspended,  and  the  papers  in  the  case 
were  sent  to  the  field  for  a  thorough  sjx^cial  examination  upon  all  the 
points  involved  in  the  (juestions  at  issue. 

Upon  the  receipt  of  the  reports  of  the  several  special  examiners  in 
whose  hands  the  papers  in  the  case  had  been  placed  at  different  times 
during  the  progress  of  the  said  special  examination,  and  after  due  con- 
sideration thereof,  and  of  the  evidence  adduced  by  them,  the  Bureau 
proceeded  to  drop  the  pensioner's  name  from  the  rolls  on  the  ground 
that  the  disabilities  for  which  the  soldier  was  pensioned  were  not  due 
to  his  military  service,  but  existed  prior  to  his  enlistment.  This  action 
was  taken  February  6,  ISSt),  but  took  effect  from  March  4,  18S8,  the 
date  on  which  the  pensioner  was  last  paid  prior  to  the  suspension  of 
further  payments  of  his  p)ension. 

Shortly  after  the  said  formal  action  of  dropping  the  pensioner's  name 
from  the  rolls  was  taken,  however,  he  succeeded  in  having  a  review 
made  of  the  evidence  on  file  in  the  case,  and  on  May  23, 1889,  his  name 
was  restored  to  th«?  rolls  by  direction  of  the  First  Deputy  Commissioner 
of  Pensions,  the  same  official  who  had  but  a  short  time  before  approved 
the  proposed  action  of  dropping.  Inasnuich  as  no  new  or  additional 
evidence  was  presented  by  the  soldier,  the  action  of  the  Deputv  Com- 
missioner directing  the  restoration  of  the  soldier's  name  to  the  rolls 
was  based  upon  the  same  set  of  facts  that  had  been  considered  at  the 
time  the  action  of  dropping  was  taken.  Either  the  one  or  the  other 
of  these  said  actions  must,  therefore,  have  been  an  error  of  judgment, 
at  least,  if  nothing  more. 

The  foregoing  I'ecapitulation  of  the  essential  features  of  this  case 
has  been  thus  set  out  in  order  that  it  may  be  made  quite  clear  that 
whatever  rction  the  Department  may  see  fit  to  take  upon  the  pending 
apix»al  will  be  taken  with  a  full  knowledge  of  such  features,  and  of 
the  material  facts  upon  which  they  were  based  as  well.  Having  said 
this  much,  it  need  only  be  added,  in  this  respect,  that  the  Department 
does  not  consider  it  necessarv  at  this  time  to  discuss,  or  to  refer  in 
detail  to,  the  numerous  and  conflicting — not  to  say  incongruous — 
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statements,  not  only  of  the  .soldier  himself,  but  of  the  witnesses  who 
have  testified  in' his  behalf  as  well,  as  to  the  time,  manner,  and  place 
of  the  origin  of  the  causes  of  disability  for -which  he  is  pensioned.  It 
seems  sufficient  to  sav  that  inasmuch  as  the  soldier's  name  is  now 
borne  on  the  pension  rolls  by  reason  of  certain  causes  of  disability 
accepted  by  the  Bureau  as  of  service  origin  the  only  point  to  be  deter- 
mined in  the  consideration  of  the  pending  appeal  is  the  question  as  to 
whether  or  not  the  present  rate  in  the  case  is  commensuiTite  with  the 
degree  of  disability  shown  to  be  due  to  such  causes  at  the  medical 
examination  made  of  the  soldier  in  pursuance  of  his  said  claim  for 
increase — from  the  rejection  of  which  the  appeal  w^as  taken.  The 
objective  conditions  manifested  at  such  medical  examination,  as  a 
result  of  said  pensioned  causes,  have  hereinbefore  been  set  out.  The 
appellant  contends  that  the  said  conditions  vshow  that  he  is  entitled  to 
the  benefit  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  July  14,  1892.  One  of  the 
prerequisites  to  a  title  to  the  benefits  of  the  said  act,  nameh',  inability 
to  perform  manual  labor,  has  already  been  conceded  by  the  Bureau 
by  the  allowance  of  the  second-grade  mte  in  the  case.  It  only  remains, 
therefore,  to  detemiine  whether  or  not  the  aid  and  attendance  of 
another  i^erson  that  the  appellant  is  shown  to  both  have  and  require  is 
such  frequent  and  periodical  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another 
person  as  is  contemplated  by  the  provisions  of  the  act  cited  in  his 
appeal.  It  is  >hown  that  the  appellant's  left  kneojoint  is  firmly 
anchylosed,  with  the  leg  in  practically  complete  extension;  that  the 
whole  left  lower  extremity  is  very  much  atrophied;  that  he  wears  a 
steel  brace  (furnished  b\'  the  Government)  on  said  limb,  extending 
from  the  foot  to  the  perineum;  that  the  said  apparatus  is  fastened  at 
the  left  foot  or  ankle,  at  different  points  around  the  leg,  at  the  knee- 
joint,  and  at  different  points  on  the  thigh  up  to  the  perineum;  and  it 
is  contended  by  the  appellant,  and  shown  by  an  abundance  of  medical 
evidence — including  the  findings  of  the  examining  surgeons — that  he 
can  neither  adjust  nor  remove  said  apparatus  or  brace  without  assist- 
ance. It  is  also  contended,  and  fairly  well  shown  by  competent  evi- 
dence, that  he  is  unable  to  bear  any  weight  on  his  left  lower  extremity 
without  the  use  of  the  said  appliance,  and  that  even  then  he  is  unable 
to  take  a  step  without  the  use  of  both  a  crutch  and  a  cane.  And  it  is 
also  contended,  and  shown  by  sufficient  evidence,  both  medical  and 
lay,  that  the  appellant  can  neither  put  on  nor  pull  off  his  sock  and  left 
shoe  and  other  nether  garments  by  reason  of  the  position — that  of 
extension — of  the  injured  member. 

No  especial  reason  is  assigned  for  the  refu>al  on  the  part  of  the 
Bureau  to  regard  the  amount  of  personal  aid  and  attendance  both 
required  by  and  accorded  to  the  appellant  in  this  case  as  such  '* per- 
sonal aid  and  attendance  of  another  person''  as  is  contemplated  by  the 
provisions  of  the  act  invoked  by  him.     In  the  judgment  of  the  Depart- 
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ment,  however,  the  services  of  another  person  that  are  shown  to  be 
both  needed  and  rendered  in  this  ease  bring  it  within  the  purview  of 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  July  14,  1892.  For  several  analogous 
cases  in  which  the  Department  decided  that  the  allowance  of  the  ^50 
rate,  as  provided  by  the  said  act,  was  warranted,  see  Ira  AV.  Hay  ford 
(9  P.  D.,  307);  John  Johnson  (idem.,  349);  Frederick  P.  Goin  (idem., 
423);  William  H.  Jones  (12  P.  D.,  215);  and  James  Duross  (13  P.  D., 
222).  In  but  one  of  these  cases  cited; — that  of  John  Johnson — did  the 
Bureau  express  a  willingness  to  recede  from  the  action  appealed  from 
and  allow  the  $50  rate,  and  this  case  is,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Depart- 
ment, the  least  meritorious  of  all  those  enumerated. 

While  the  Department  does  not  consider  that  the  aforesaid  action 

of  the  First  Deput}'  Commissioner  in  restoring  this  appellant's  name 
to  the  pension  rolls  on  the  same  set  of  facts  that  caused  his  name  to 
be  dropped  therefrom  wholly  freed  the  case  from  the  cloud  of  suspicion 
as  to  the  validity  of  his  title  to  a  pension  which  rested  thereon,  it  is, 
nevertheless,  a  fact  that  the  appellant  is  now,  and  has  been  since  his 
name  was  restored  to  the  rolls,  pensioned  for  the  same  causes  of  dis- 
ability for  which  he  had  been  pensioned  prior  to  said  action;  there- 
fore, a«  stated  in  the  case  of  William  Wilson  (10  P.  D.,  232) — 

*  *  *  It  would  seem  that  if  pensioner  is  permitted  to  continue  on  the  rolls  as 
to  disabilities  originally  admitted,  he  can  not  very  well  l>e  refused  an  increase  of 
rating  when  the  same  disabilities  are  shown  to  have  increased  in  degree. 

For  the  reasons  stated  the  action  appealed  from  is  hereby  reversed, 
and  the  papers  in  the  case  are  remanded  herewith  for  the  readjudica- 
tion  of  the  claim  for  increase  herein  considered  in  accordance  with  the 
views  enunciated  above. 


marriage  and  divorce— dec;ree—xt'l.i^ity—fraui>. 

Mary  Gembe  (alleged  widow). 

Claimant  married  soldier  in  1859  and  lived  with  him  as  his  wife  until  his  enlistment 
in  1863,  but  never  lived  with  him  thereafter.  She  filed  a  suit  for  divorce  from 
soldier  in  1865,  but  the  same  was  never  further  prosecuted.  In  October,  1866, 
she  sued  out  a  warrant  against  one  Penebacker,  charging  him  with  bastardy  and 
being  the  father  of  her  male  child  lx)rn  May  27,  18^36.  On  February  7,  1868, 
soldier  was  granted  a  divorce  from  claimant  on  the  i)roved  allegations  of  adul- 
tery, personal  service  being  had  on  claimant,  as  shown  by  the  reconl,  and  the 
issue  Ijeing  fully  tried.  Soldier  died  July  20,  1873,  leaving  a  second  wife,  who 
died  in  October,  1877,  and  one  child,  Lottie,  under  16  years  of  age.  Claimant 
file<i  a  claim  for  ])ensiou  under  the  general  law  as  widow  of  soldier  in  Jime,  1886, 
which  was  rejecteil  in  April,  1894.  In  December,  1895,  and  May,  1896,  John  A., 
soldier's  son  by  claimant,  and  Lottie,  his  daughter  by  his  second  wife,  filed  their 
declaration  for  pension  under  the  general  law,  which  was  allowed  June  17,  1897. 
On  August  26,  1899,  the  <lecree  of  divorce  theretofore  granted  was  set  aside  and 
declare<l  null  upon  the  ground  that  on  the  face  of  ihe  papers  the  court  had  no 
jurisdiction  in  the  matter,  and  on  the  further  ground  that  fraud  had  been  per- 
iwtrated  by  soldier,  the  libelant;  the  decree  further  stated  that  the  purpose  of 
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the  petition  was  to  aid  the  petitioner  in  the  prosecution  of  a  pension  claim  against 
the  United  States  Government,  and  further  Bho\ying  while  the  lack  of  jurisdic- 
tional  facts  did  not  necessarily  render  the  decree  void,  yet  fraud  having  been 
shown  the  decree  was  vacated. 
Heldy  that  said  decree  of  divorce  having  been  the  cause  that  led  to  the  payment  of 
pension  to  claimant's  son  and  poldier's  daughter,  and  the  Government  being 
shown,  by  the  petitioner's  allegations,  to  be  an  intereste<l  party,  and  not  having 
been  notified  of  the  nullity  proceedings,  the  Department  refuses  to  l)e  lx>und  by 
the  decree  of  nullity.     (Case  of  Frances  Monholland,  7  P.  D.,  494.) 

Assistant  Sf'cretary  M.   TI"  Milhr  to  the  Cf^miniSHiOJiei*  of  Ptm^loiw^ 

June  19,  1903. 

This  is  a  motion  filed  April  :24,  1903,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a 
review  of  a  departmental  decision  in  the  above-entitled  case  promul- 
gated December  20,  1902.  Claimant  filed  her  declaration  under  the 
general  law  June  25,  1886,  the  claim  being  rejected  April  28,  1894,  on 
the  ground  that  she  was  not  the  widow  of  the  soldier,  the  record  show- 
ing him  to  have  been  divorced  from  her  February  17, 18(38.  She  filed 
new  evidence,  and  reopening  was  denied.  November  30,  1900,  an 
appeal  being  tiled,  the  same  was  considered  as  hereinbefore  stated.  A 
motion  for  reconsideration  was  filed  January  19,  1903,  the  same  being 
overruled  January  26, 1903,  and  the  present  motion  is  a  second  motion 
for  reconsideration. 

The  pertinent  facts  in  this  case  are  as  follows: 

The  claimant  and  John  A.  Gembe,  the  soldier  herein,  were  married 
by  ceremony  at  York,  Pa.,  December  6,  1859.  The}'  lived  together 
as  husband  and  wife  until  his  enlistment  July  13,  1863,  he  being  dis- 
charged the  tervice  June  25,  1864.  lie  never  lived  with  said  wife 
after  his  enlistment.  In  the  vear  1865  she  entered  a  libel  for  divorce 
in  the  court  of  common  pleas,  Lancaster  County,  Pa.,  subpcena  being 
issued  fluly  25,  1865,  but  this  suit  was  never  further  prosecuted. 
October  81,  1866,  claimant  sued  out  a  warrant  against  one  Penne- 
backer,  in  the  city  of  I^ncaster,  Pa.,  charging  him  with  bastardv,  and 
of  being  the  father  of  her  male  child  l>orn  May  27,  1S66.  On  Febru- 
ary 7,  1868,  the  soldier  was  granted  a  divorce  from  claimant  by  the 
court  of  common  pleas,  Lancaster  County,  Pa.,  on  the  proved  allega- 
tion of  adultery,  the  issue  having  been  fully  tried.  Pei'sonal  service 
was  had  on  claimant,  as  shown  by  the  record,  November  29,  1867,  a 
copy  of  the  necessary  papers  not  only  being  left  with  her,  but  the  con- 
tents were  actuallv  road  to  her.  Said  decree  allowed  the  soldier  to 
marry  again,  and  he  did  January  3, 1871,  marrying  Maria  Schweitzer, 
by  cerenumy,  at  Carlisle,  Pa.,  and  one  child,  I^ottie,  was  born  to  them. 
The  soldier  died  July  20, 1873,  and  his  second  wife  died  October  18, 
1877. 

This  claimant  filed  an  applicjition  under  the  general  law  June  25, 
1886,  claim  being  rejected  April  28,  1894,  on  the  ground,  as  hereto- 
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fore  stated,  that  she  was  not  the  widow  of  John  A.  Gembe,  he  having 
been  regularly  divorced  from  her,  as  shown  b}'  the  record.  During 
the  prosecution  of  this  claim  it  was  shown  that  claimant  was,  and 
had  been  for  years,  a  pereon  of  extremely  loose  chamcter  and  of  a 
decidedly  bad  reputation  for  chastit}'  and  morals.  She  swore  she  had 
been  the  soldier's  wife  up  to  the  date  of  his  death,  had  remained  his 
widow  since  that  time,  but  admitted  she  had  not  lived  with  him  since 
his  enlistment  in  1863:  further  stating  that  he  lived  with  some  woman 
from  his  discharge  up  to  the  time  he  died.  She  denied  an}'  knowl- 
edge of  any  divorce  proceedings  save  those  instituted  by  herself  and 
abandoned,  and  swore  she  had  never  heard  that  he  had  been  divorced 
from  her  and  that  she  had  never  been  served  with  or  heard  of  anv 
papers  in  such  an  action.  The  whole  trend  of  her  testimonj'  in 
this  particular  Was  that  soldier  had  never  attempted  to  obtain  any 
divorce  from  her,  but  had  lived  in  adulterj'  after  his  discharge.  She 
was  not  interviewed  again  after  the  divorce  decree  was  discovered,  and 
it  was  almost  an  accident  that  the  divorce  decree  was  ever  found,  for 
the  case  had  been  wrongly  indexed  on  the  court  record. 

December  9,  1895,  and  May  16, 1896,  considerabl}'  more  than  a  year 
after  this  alleged  widow's  claim  was  rejected,  John  A.,  soldiers  son 
bv  claimant,  and  Lottie,  his  daughter  bv  his  second  wife,  filed  their 
declarations  under  the  genei-al  law,  and  their  claim  was  admitted  June 
17,  1897,  payment  }K}ing  duly  made  to  them. 

September  12,  1898,  this  claimant  filed  a  petition  in  the  court  of 
common  pleas,  Lancaster  Count}^  Pa.,  it  being  the  same  court  which 
issued  the  decree  of  divorce,  and  in  said  petition  she  sought  to  have  a 
rule  granted  to  show  cause  wh^-  the  divorce  decree  of  February  17, 
1868,  should  not  })e  vacated  and  set  aside  and  declared  null,  six  reasons 
being  given  why  said  rule  should  issue.  The  court,  upon  affidavits  and 
after  hearing  arguments,  did,  August  26,  1899,  set  aside  said  decree 
upon  the  ground  that  the  face  of  the  papers  showed  the  court  had  no 
jurisdiction  in  the  matter,  and  on  further  ground  that  fraud  had  been 
perpetrated  l>y  the  libelant.  The  decree  further  stated  that  the  pur- 
pose of  the  petition  was  to  aid  the  petitioner  in  the  prosecution  of  a 
pension  claim  against  the  United  States  Government;  and  the  decree 
also  shows  that  while  the  lack  of  jurisdictional  facts  did  not  necessaril}'' 
make  the  decree  void,  yet  fraud  having  been  shown  the  decree  was 
vacated.  No  further  facts  need  be  set  forth,  for  the  foregoing  are 
sufficient  for  a  legal  disposition  of  the  case. 

The  main  contention  of  this  motion  is  the  same  as  that  embraced  in 
the  first  motion,  and  is  to  the  eflfect  that  this  Department  is  bound 
by  the  last  decree  of  the  court,  and  is  not,  in  law,  allowed  to  question 
it  in  any  particular;  that  the  Government  erred  in  paying  the  pen- 
sion to  the  children  of  the  soldier,  it  })eing  the  dut}'  of  the  Govern- 
ment to  satisfy  itself  as  to  the  validity-  of  the  divorce  decree  befoi^e 
allowing  and  paying  the  childrens'  claim.     If  it  did  so  pay,  it  did  so  at 
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its  peril;  and  if,  at  some  later  diiy,  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction 
should  overturn  the  divorce  decree,  the  Government  was  still  respon- 
sible for  the  payment  of  the  pension  to  the  widow.  This  motion,  in 
short,  alleges  that  the  Department  is  bound  to  give  full  faith  and 
credit  to  this  last  decree,  and  is  estopped  b3'  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  from  evading  its  binding  force  and  eflfect. 

The  full  record  in  the  case  in  which  the  decree  of  nullitv  was 
granted  has  not  been  furnished  l>y  the  claimant,  and  the  Department 
might  well  decline  to  review  the  case  in  the  absence  of  such  record, 
and  dismiss  this  motion.  There  are,  however,  enough  salient  facts  of 
record  in  evidence  whereon  to  base  a  sound  conclusion  as  to  the  issue, 
and  on  which  to  effectually  dispose  of  this  present  motion  and  any 
other  motion  based  on  the  same  or  equivalent  grounds. 

The  decree  of  nullity  recites  that  the  petitioner  admits  the  purpose 
of  her  petition  to  be  to  enable  her  to  ''apply  for  a  peirsion  from  the 
United  States  Government."  This  was  not  the  real  purpose  of  the 
petitioner,  as  shown  by  the  facts.  The  real  object  of  the  petitioner  is 
easily  determinable,  for  the  facts  show  that  she  had  already,  in  1886, 
applied  for  such  a  pension  and  had  been  denied  status  under  the  iden- 
tical decree  of  divorce  in  that  same  court,  which  she  now  sought  to 
have  set  aside  and  declared  null.  And  further,  her  own  son  bj'  the 
soldier,  and  a  daughter  of  his  by  his  second  wife,  did,  one  year  later, 
after  her  claim  had  been  adjudicated,  file  their  declarations  for  the 
same  pension,  the  basis  of  their  claim  being  the  identical  divorce 
decree,  and  pension  was  allowed  and  paid.  The  real  object  of  the 
petition  was,  then,  to  establish  a  status  where})y  the  petitioner  could 
compel  the  Government  to  pay  to  her  that  which  it  had  alreadv  paid 
to  her  ow  n  son  and  her  former  husband's  daughter,  by  reason  of  a 
decree  of  the  same  court  granted  in  1868.  The  true  object  of  this 
petitioner  was  speciously  concealed  and  a  deliberate  fraud  perpetrated 
on  the  couil;  for  had  the  facts  hereinbefore  set  forth  been  known  to 
the  equity  court  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  it  would  have  so  far 
stultified  itself  as  to  render  its  decree  whereby'  it  gave  the  petitioner  a 
status  under  which  she  could  mulct  the  Government  by  compelling 
double  payment — once  to  her  own  son  by  reason  of  its  decree  of  1868, 
and  again  to  her  by  reason  of  a  vacating  of  such  decree  in  1899.  It  is 
one  thing  to  ask  a  court  of  equity  for  a  decree,  in  order  that  justice 
may  l)e  done,  to  establish  a  status  whereby  a  petitioner  maj-  be  able  to 
prosecute  a  claim;  but  it  is  quite  another  thing  to  conceal  from  that 
court  the  fact  that  such  a  claim  has  long  since  been  prosecuted,  and 
that  unsuccessfully,  by  reason  of  a  decree  of  that  same  court,  said 
decree  having  been  the  cause  that  led  to  the  payment  of  the  same 
claim  to  other  parties,  and  which  the  petitioner  leads  the  court  to 
believe  has  never  been  settled. 

An  equity  court  will  not  knowingly  allow  a  party  to  a  suit  to 
acquiesce  in  an  original  decree  for  a  long  period  of  time,  or  so  long 
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as  it  suits  such  party's  convenience,  and  then  after  other  rights  have 
intervened,  based  upon  such  original  decree,  the  court  having  no 
knowledge  of  those  other  rights,  overturn  the  original  decree  at  the 
instance  of  said  party  when  some  ulterior  object  is  sought  to  be 
gained,  thus  playing  fast  and  loose  with  the  court's  equih'  powers  as 
caprice  or  pecuniary  motives  may  dictate.  The  concealment  of  mate* 
rial  facts  from  the  court  which  set  aside  the  divorce  decree  of  1868 
amounted  in  law  to  actual  fraud,  and  the  same  attorney  who  repre- 
sented the  petitioner  before  the  equity  court  now  is  prosecuting  this 
motion  before  the  Department  and  has  represented  her  in  her  claim, 
and  his  position  is  iiardly  an  enviable  one,  as  he  now  comes  and  asks 
the  allowance  of  the  claim  upon  a  dry  proposition  of  law.  ^'  He  who 
seeks  equity  must  do  equity.''  This  issue  is  not  properly'  one  of  law, 
but  one  of  equit}',  and  the  Department  will,  in  the  exercise  of  its  valid 
powers,  refuse  to  allow  the  Government  to  be  mulcted  in  a  claim  ]>a3ed 
upon  fraud. 

The  foregoing  is  of  itself  reason  enough  for  the  Department  to 
refuse  to  be  bound  by  the  decree  of  nullit}'.  But  there  is  another 
reason  why  claimant  can  not  prevail.  Not  only  was  the  court  hood- 
winked into  granting  the  decree  of  nullity,  but  it  exceeded  its  equity 
powers  in  allowing  the  case  to  proceed  to  final  judgment  without  serv- 
ing actual  notice  upon  the  Government.  The  Government  was  shown 
to  be,  by  the  petitioner's  admission,  a  vitally  interested  party,  and 
constructive  fraud,  at  least,  was  perpetrated  upon  it  by  a  failure  to 
notify.  One  of  the  basic  principles  underlining  equity  is  that  before 
a  court  of  equity  will  proceed  to  final  adjudication  of  a  cause,  it  will 
summon  all  parties  in  interest  in  order  that  full  justice  may  be  done 
to  all  and  all  rights  determined.  If  an  equity  court  does  proceed  to 
final  judgment  without  actual  notification  having  l^en  served  on  one 
of  the  principally  interested  parties,  it  is  a  well-established  rule  that 
such  an  interested  party  is  not  bound  by  that  decree.  (See  case  of 
Frances  A.  MonhoUand,  7  P.  D.,  494.)  This  proposition  is  so  axio- 
matic as  not  to  need  demonstration.  The  verv  decree  itself  shows  the 
court  was  advised  that  the  object  of  the  petitioner  was  to  obtain  the 
pa3'ment  of  a  large  sum  of  money  from  the  Government,  and  it  was 
clearlv  error  for  it  to  have  issued  a  final  decree  in  the  matter  until  the 
supposed  debtor  was  given  an  opportunity  to  be  heard.  The  son  of 
this  claimant  was  served  with  a  notification,  and  it  is  a  matter  of  some 
surprise  that  the  court  did  not  order  the  Government  notified  before 
it  would  hear  any  final  argument. 

Under  such  a  state  of  facts  this  Department  may  accept  the  last 
decree  as  binding,  or  it  may  not,  just  as  it  sees  fit;  and,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances as  hereinbefore  set  forth,  it  declines  to  accept  as  binding 
a  decree  based  on  fraud,  and  rendered  in  violation  of  a  basic  principle 
in  equity. 
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This  claimant  is  estx>pped  from  now  setting  up  her  claim  to  pension 
upon  other  grounds  also.  She  has  been  guilty  of  gross  laches  in  more 
ways  than  one,  but  this  matter  need  not  enter  into  the  present  issue. 
Enough  has  already  been  said  to  demonstrate  that  there  is  no  virtue 
whatever  in  the  contentions  of  this  motion,  and  it  is  overruled. 


reduction  — aid  and  attendance  — practice— fraui)— jurisdic- 
tion—res  judicata— medical.  referee— record. 

William  Blaisdell  (deceased). 

1.  There  is  no  statute  inhibiting  one  administration  from  reviewing  the  action  of  a 

past  administration,  and  the  Department  may  not  make  any  such  inhibition. 

2.  The  Department  may,  however,  in  the  interests  of  good  administration  and  on 

grounds  of  public  policy,  properly  and  lawfully  refuse  such  review  except  on 
error  or  gross  injustice  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  record  or  clearly  demon- 
strated in  a  motion  fur  reconsideration. 

3.  Failure  by  the  Department  to  entertain  as  a  motion  for  reconsideration  a  guard- 

ian's letter  setting  forth  facts  sufficient  under  the  rules  to  constitute  a  valid 
motion  for  reconsideration  of  a  decision  adverse  to  such  guardian's  ward  is  such 
error  as  will  be  corrected,  after  the  ward's  death,  on  motion  regularly  made  by 
one  entitle<l  to  claim  the  latter's  accrued  pension. 

4.  In  exercising  such  power  of  review  one  administration  may  not  disturb  the  action 

of  a  past  administration  so  as  to  affect  pension  .already  paid  thereunder,  unless 
fraud  or  mistake  of  fact  be  shown;  but  an  erroneous  judgment  on  the  evidence 
may  be  corrected,  by  any  succeeding  administration,  so  far  as  regards  future 
pension. 

5.  The  Commissioner  of  Pensions  has,  with  the  consent  and  under  the  supervision  of 

the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  full  power  at  any  time  to  increase  or  to  reduce  a 
pension  according  to  right  and  justice,  subject  only  to  certain  provisions  as  to 
notice  and  hearing,  and  it  is  his  duty  to  reduce  or  to  withdraw  pension  when  it 
is  shown  to  be  contrary  to  a  clear  and  unambiguous  law  as  to  which  no  miscon- 
struction is  possible. 

6.  The  opinion  of  the  medical  referee,  while  generally  accepted  on  purely  medical 

questions,  is  not  conclusive,  but  is  advisory  only,  and  on  questions  of  mental 
capacity  and  of  facts  lying  within  the  range  of  common  observation  and  experi- 
ence his  opinion,  and  medical  testimony  generally,  is  not  entitled  to  any  greater 
weight  because  of  the  fact  of  his  or  the  witness  being  a  physician,  but  such 
questions  should  be  decided  upon  all  the  evidence  in  the  case. 

7.  The  question  of  title  to  the  first-grade  rate  is  one  of  mixed  law  and  fact,  to  be 

decided  from  all  the  laws  in  pari  materia  on  the  one  hand  and  from  all  the  evi- 
dence on  the  other. 

8.  Insanity  does  not  of  itself  necessarily  entitle  to  either  the  first-grade  or  the  inter- 

mediate rate,  but  it  must  be  shown  that  the  disability  or  disabilities  established 
as  originating  in  line  of  duty  in  service  totally  incapacitate  the  soldier  for 
manual  labor,  and  also  necessitate  the  regular  or  the  frequent  and  periodical 
personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another. 

9.  The  public  record  as  to  the  cause  of  death  is  not  conclusive,  but  the  question  of 

death  cause  is  one  of  fact  to  be  decided  upon  all  the  evidence,  and  the  medical 
referee's  conclusion  as  to  such  cause  is  generally  followed  by  the  Department 
when  based  upon  all  the  evidence  and  upon  facts  appearing  therein  reasonably 
and  fairly  warranting  it. 
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10.  The  evidence  herein  shows  that  the  allowance  of  i)en8ion  at  the  first-grade  rate 
in  January,  1891,  was  erroneous  and  illegal,  as  it  included  disabilities  wliich  had 
not  Ixjen  established  as  of  service  origin,  and  as  neither  total  incapacity  for  man- 
ual labor  nor  regular  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  law  as  construed  by  tlie  Department,  existed  by  I'eason  of  the 
only  cause,  sciatic  rheumatism,  shown  to  have  originated  in  line  of  duty  in  ser\'- 
ice,  and  that  the  rate  was  properly  reduced  to  $10  )ier  month  from  July  4,  18i)3, 
neither  such  incaj)acity  for  labor  nor  such  need  of  aid  and  attendance  having 
existed  since  that  date  from  said  cause. 

11.  The  soldier's  mental  disease  or  infirmity  is  shown  to  have  had  no  proljable  or 
possible  pathological  connection  with  said  disease  on  account  of  which  he  was 
properly  pensionable,  sciatic  rheumatism,  nor  any  connection  otherwise  with 
his  military  service,  but  is  shown  to  have  l)een  probably  due  to  other  and  non- 
service  causes. 

12.  A  bare  prejxjnderance  of  testimony  is  not  sufficient  to  establish  fraud,  but  there 
must  be  such  clear  and  ample  preponderance  as  to  satisfy  the  min<l  and  conscience 
of  the  fact  of  fraud. 

13.  It  is  error  to  omit,  on  special  examination  of  a  claim,  to  cross-examine  i)rocurable 
witnesses  whose  affidavits  prima  facie  establish  such  claim. 

Assf\*ita?it    Secret<i?'i/  3L    W,  Miller  to  the    Commissioner  of  IVnshms^ 

June  L\^,  1903. 

On  April  7,  1903,  the  present  claimant  herein,  Maria  J.  Blaisdell, 
widow  of  William  Blaisdell  (sergeant  of  Company  F,  Fifth  Minnesota 
Infantr}^,  from  Januar}^  24,  1862,  to  September  G,  1865,  and  deceased 
August  26,  1895),  filed  the  following  letter  addressed  to  the  Assistant 
Secretar}'  of  this  Department,  which,  in  view  of  the  extended  consid- 
eration decided,  for  reasons  hereinafter  appearing,  to  be  given  to  the 
claim  and  claims  therein  referred  to,  is  quoted  in  full,  for  the  purpose 
of  doing  complete  justice  to  the  claimant  bv  answering  in  detail  its 
numerous  complaints  of  error  and  injustice,  in  a  decision  which  may 
be  final,  and  which  may  contain  in  itself  an  authentic  epitome  of  the 
evidence  upon  which  its  conclusions  of  fact  are  based,  and  citations  of 
legal  and  medical  authorities  upon  which  are  based  its  legal  and  med- 
ical conclusions: 

I  send  you  this  communication,  hoping  it  will  receive  your  i>ersonal  attention  and 
thereby  secure  for  me  intelligent  information  respecting  departmental  reasons  for 
denying  me  the  restoration  of  the  ixjnsion,  which,  I  l)elieve,  my  husband  was 
unjustly  deprived  of. 

I  deem  it  unnecessary  to  enter  into  a  complete  history  of  the  case  and  will,  there- 
fore, be  as  brief  as  possi])le  in  presenting  features  of  it  which  are  not  clear  to  me, 
and  on  which  I  cjmtend  I  have  never  had  satisfactorily  explained  to  me  by  the 
Department  or  the  Bureau  of  Pensions. 

It  is  tnie  that  the  case  has  been  Ijefore  the  Department  many  times,  for  which 
reason  I  am  incline<l  to  l)eHeve  that  some  prejudice  exists  agiiinst  it,  but  of  this  I  am 
not  positive. 

In  a  letter  from  you  dated  Mardi  27,  1903,  addressed  to  my  former  attorney,  the 
statement  appears  that  "  this  claim  was  l)efore  the  Department  on  appeal  February  14, 
1891,  *  *  *  when  no  just  or  ]>roiwr  reas(m  was  found  for  disturbing  the  action  of 
the  Commissioner  of  Pensions.*' 
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In  bringing  this  matter  to  your  attention  I  Ijeg  to  state  that  on  February  14,  1891, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  did  disturb  the  adverse  action  of  the  Commimoner  of  Pen" 
fionf  by  reversing  him  and  allowing  my  husljand  a  pension  of  $72  {)er  month  for 
rheumatism  and  resuhing  dementia,  and  that  this  rating  remained  undisturbed  for 
more  than  eleven  years,  when  a  different  administration  unjustly  reduced  it  to  $10 
per  month  for  rheumatism  an<l  rt^sulting  disease  of. the  heart  from  July  4,  1893. 

Whether  or  not  the  facts  regarding  departmental  action  of  February  14,  1891,  were 
intentionally  misrepresented  to  you  1  am  unable  to  say,  but  my  experience  in  con- 
nection with  this  case  has  l)een  such  as  to  cause  me  to  iKdieve  I  have  just  ground  for 
entertaining  the  idea  of  prejudice. 

After  my  husband  had  been  on  the  pension  rolls  for  a  pericxi  of  twelve  or  thirteen 
years  for  rheumatism  and  resulting  insanity  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  in  the  early  part 
of  1893,  on  the  opinion  of  the  then  medical  referee,  held  that  insanity  was  not  a 
result  of  rheumatism,  and  on  this  opinion  reduced  the  jiension  from  $72  to  $10  per 
month. 

More  than  two  prece<iing  administrations  of  the  Department  had,  after  most 
exhaustive  and  complete  investigations,  decided  that  the  dementia  with  which  my 
husband  was  afflicted  was  the  result  of  rheumatism  incurred  in  the  military  service 
of  the  United  States,  and  that  the  rate  of  pension  should  be  in  acconlance  with  the 
amount  fixed  by  law  for  total  helplessness. 

»om  September  28,  1881,  to  January  16,  1891,  my  husband  was  pensioned  at  $50 
jKT  month  for  rheumatism  and  resulting  cerebral  softening  and  insanity,  and  from 
the  latter  date  to  July  4,  1893,  at  $72  per  month  for  the  same  disability. 

These  ratings  were  only  alloweci  after  the  Department  was  thoroughly  convinced 
of  the  merits  of  the  case  and  that  the  soldier*8  condition  was  the  result  of  his  annv 
service. 

rnfounde<i  and  unproven  assaults  were  made  by  officers  of  the  Bureau  on  your 
api)ellant*s  character,  none  of  which  were  ever  sustained,  but  under  the  peculiar 
metluMls  prevailing  in  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  in  the  matter  of  weighing  and  applying 
evi<lenc*e  false  accusations,  unsupported  by  a  particle  of  reliable  evidence,  were  per- 
mitted to  outweigh  testimony  that  the  most  rigid  investigation  had  failed  to  impair, 
and  it  is  the  impression  of  your  i)etitioner  that  the  opinion  of  the  medical  referee, 
on  which  the  reduction  to  $10  jht  month  was  made,  was  biased  by  these 
unfounded  and  unproven  accusations,  and  that  he  ))urpost»ly  ignored  the  mass  of 
reliable  and  uncontroverted  medical  and  lay  testimony  present  in  the  case,  conclu- 
sively proving  the  insanity  of  my  hunband  and  its  ])ath()logical  <*(mnection  with  the 
rheumatism  of  service  origin. 

To  permit  my  husband  to  Ixi  deprive<l  of  $()2  j)er  month  on  the  mere  opinion  of  a 
medical  officer  made  thirteen  years  after  the  Department  had  decided  insanity  to  l)e 
a  result  of  rheumatism,  which  opinion  the  preponderance  of  evidence  overwhelm- 
ingly destroys,  appears  to  me  to  l)e  an  act  of  the  deepest  infamy,  and  I  feel,  Mr. 
Secretary,  that  I  am  asking  but  simple  justice  in  appealing  to  you  to  right  this  great 
wrong  by  j)ermitting  the  prejwnderance  of  evidence  to  prevail  as  against  the  mere 
opinion  of  the  medical  referet\ 

On  this  iK)int  I  beg  to  call  your  attention  to  the  case  of  the  widow  of  Job  Foster 
(3  P.  D.,  35),  and  widow  of  Charles  F.  Brown  (3  P.  D.,  92),  in  both  of  which  it  is 
held  that  the  opinion  of  the  medical  referee  is  not  always  conclusive  against  the 
pn»j)onderance  of  testimony. 

I  am  aware  that  he  is  the  highest  medical  authority  of  the  Bureau,  and  that 
me<1ical  conclusions  reaclu'<l  by  him  usually  govern  the  Department  in  its  consider- 
ation of  cases  involving  medical  questions,  still  he  is  not  infallible  and  is  not  so 
regard(Hl  by  the  Department,  and  fre<inently  his  opinion,  when  contrary  to  the 
prei)onderance  of  proof  1)earing  U]>on  the  medical  question  at  issue,  has  not  l)een 
permitted  to  obtain. 
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On  the  question  of  pathology,  medical  authorities  (see  p.  1096,  Flint  on  Practice  of 
Medicine)  concede  insanity,  especially  melancholia,  as  a  rare  sequel  of  acute  rheu- 
matism, while  chronic  rheumatism  may  produce  paralysis,  myelitis,  affection  of 
spine,  and  consequent  mental  impairment. 

As  far  back  as  1879  my  husband  was  pensioned  at  $24  per  month  for  chronic 
rheumatism,  thereby  showing  that^he  disease  must  have  been  extraordinarily  severe, 
while  evidence  now  on  file  in  the  Bureau  shows  that  when  the  dementia  developed 
paralysis  of  the  lower  bowel  and  urinary  organs  appeared  and  existed  continuously 
thereafter  to  death,  and  that  his  medical  attendants  found  no  other  cause  for  such 
condition  than  the  severe  rheumatism  he  contracted  while  in  the  Army.  . 

August  26,  1895,  my  husband  died  at  the  State  Hospital  for  the  Insane  at  Fergus 
Falls,  Minn.,  and  the  records  of  said  institution  show  the  cause  of  his  death  to  have 
been  "organic  dementia  and  exhaustion." 

After  his  decease  I  applied  for  widow*  s  pension  untier  the  general  law,  and  in 
1896  was  allowed  $12  per  month,  the  medical  approval  of  my  case  being  for  rheuma- 
tism and  resulting  disease  of  the  heart,  resulting  in  apoplexy  and  death. 

Repeatedly  I  have  requested  information  as  to  the  authority  vested  in  the  Com- 
missioner of  Pensions,  or  the  medical  referee,  which  permits  the  substitution  of  a 
condition  producing  death  wholly  contrary  to  facts  of  record,  showing  cause  of  death 
due  to  something  entirely  different. 

It  has  been  asserted,  but  not  proven,  that  my  husband  was  not  insane;  that  I  had 
set  up  a  fraudulent  claim  while  his  guardian  and  had  attempted  to  sustain  it  by  man- 
ufactured evidence,  and  had  influenced  the  court  to  commit  him  to  an  insane  asylum, 
and  it  is  possible  that  the  medical  referee  in  deciding  that  his  death  was  due  to  a 
cause  other  than  that  shown  by  the  records  of  the  asylum,  made  by  physicians  under 
whose  daily  care  and  observation  he  had  been  for  mouths,  had  in  mind  the  possible 
reversal  of  his  opinion  on  which  the  Department  action  of  May  19,  1894,  was  based 
if  he  admitted  the  insanity  as  a  factor  in  the  cause  of  death. 

This  is  one  feature  of  the  case  I  have  never  ])een  able  to  understand,  and  on  which 
the  Bureau  of  Pensions  has  afforded  me  no  intelligent  information,  and  in  fact  has 
denied  me  an  explanation  for  such  action. 

Now,  Mr.  Secretary,  I  submit  that,  as  the  imrty  most  interested  in  this  matter,  I 
have  a  right  to  have  this  action  of  the  medical  referee  fully  explained  and  presented 
to  me  in  such  a  manner  that  I  can  no  longer  be  left  in  the  dark  regarding  the  justice 
of  it. 

As  heretofore  stated,  my  husband  was  accorded  an  increase  of  pension  for  rheu- 
matism and  resulting  cerebral  softening  and  insanity  from  September  28,  1881,  and 
remained  undisturbed  in  possession  of  it  for  more  than  twelve  years,  his  title  to  it 
having  l)een  sustained  by  two  preceding  administrAtions  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  in  both  of  which  it  was  held  that  the  evidence  in  the  case  justified  the 
acceptance  of  dementia  as  a  seciuence  of  rheumatism. 

Your  appellant  submits  that  the  Government  deciding  that  a  recognized  patho- 
logical connection  exi8te<i  between  the  rht^umatism  and  insanity,  and  permitting  such 
decision  to  remain  in  force  for  a  period  of  twelve  years,  during  all  of  which  time  the 
soldier  reaped  the  benefit  of  it,  was  stopped  from  interfering  with  the  rating  allowed 
for  said  disability  by  a  previous  administration,  unless  fraud  or  error  was  discovered 
in  securing  the  admission  of  the  claim,  and  failing  to  produce  evidence  of  fraud  or 
error  the  doctrine  of  res  adjudicata  should  have  caused  the  De{>artment  to  resi>ect 
the  findings  of  two  or  more  previous  heads  and  not  disturl)  the  pension  unless  new 
facts  tending  to  show  that  the  former  decision  was  erroneous  were  disclosed. 

In  the  case  of  T.  A.  Harris  (7  P.  D.,  50)  it  was  held  to  be  not  the  duty  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Int<*rior  to  revise  matters  long  tince  settled  and  determined  by  former 
administrations.  This  decision  was  made  by  the  gentleman  who  rendered  the  opin- 
ion of  May  19,  1894,  in  the  case  at  bar.     His  predecessor,  Hawkins,  in  the  Sconey 
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case  (1  P.  D.,  372),  held  that  the  Department  ha\dng  once  passed  upon  the  question 
involveil  in  an  appeal  will  not  again  consider  the  case,  except  for  reasons  such  aa 
vould  justify  a  court  in  granting, a  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  has  held  that  the  right  of  an  incuml^ent 
to  review  a  predecessor's  opinion  extends  onl>;  to  mistakes  in  the  matter  of  calcula- 
tion and  to  cases  of  rejecte<l  claims  in  which  material  testimony  is  afterwards  dis- 
covered and  pro<Uiced,  and  in  the  al^sence  of  such  testimony  such  opinion  is  final  and 
conclusive.     (See  5  L.  B.  P.,  425.) 

The  same  position  is  enunciated  in  the  case  of  Edward  Lilly  (3  P.  D.,  o.  s.,  132), 
Joseph  Hannan  (9  P.  !).,  o.  s.,  76),  Alfred  Kite  (Id.,  232),  John  Swartz  (2  P.  D.,  3), 
Chambers  C.  MuUin  (Id.,  18),  and  in  numerous  other  cases,  notably  that  of  Jackson 
Martin,  the  Department  holding  that  ''Cases  long  since  adjudicated  by  previous 
administrations  shouM  not  be  reopened,  reconsidered,  or  readjudicate<l  except  (1) 
upon  the  disco verj'  that  the  pension  was  procured  through  fraud;-  (2)  when  under 
the  statutes  the  j^ension  is  recjuired  to  ])e  increased  or  reduced  in  accordance  with 
the  dojrree  of  i)ensionable  disability;  (3)  when  iudisi)utable  or  manifest  error  in  law 
or  fact  is  apparent  in  the  record,  or  (4)  when,  on  presentation  of  new  and  material 
evidence,  it  is  indubitably  sliown  that  through  mistake  the  pension  was  in  whole  or 
in  part  illegally  reduced  or  granted." 

I  find,  further,  the  opinion  of  Attorney-General  Taney  (2  Op.,  532),  holding  that 
**The  interpretation  of  a  law  given  by  the  competent  authority  having  jurisdiction 
of  the  subject  can  not  I)e  revised  or  reversed  by  liis  successor  in  the  same  office  so  as  to 
affect  the  rights  of  those  who  have  received  pensions  under  the  first  interpretation, 
although  such  construction  should  l)e  deemeil  by  the  successor  in  oftice  erroneous; 
))ut  the  ca.se  would  ])e  different  if  anv  mistake  of  fact  had  been  committed  or  the 
(government  imposed  on  by  false  testimony." 

In  the  case  of  Julian  Alire  (7  L.  B.  P.,  332),  Thomas  Riley  (5  P.  D.,  o.  s.,  304), 
Hiram  C.  Shouse  (9  P.  D.,  o.  s.,  66),  and  George  W.  Amos  (8  P.  D.,  271)  the 
D  apartment  decline<l  to  disturb  decisions  made  by  former  administrations  on  the 
state  of  facts  existing  when  originally  made. 

It  is  an  established  rule  of  the  Dejiartment  not  to  (disturb)  an  adjudication  by  a 
former  administration  except  upon  the  most  conclusive  evidence  that  error  has  l>een 
coumiitted,  and  that  former  |)ension  ratings  must  not  be  reduce<l  upon  a  mere  differ- 
ence of  opinion  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  same,  or  where  a  manifest  indisputable 
error  in  the  rating  can  not  be  shown. 

In  this  case  the  adjudication  of  s.^veral  administrations  was  reversed  without  a 
particle  of  evidence  showing  fraud  or  mistake  of  fact,  and  why  my  husband  was 
denietl  the  l)enefit  of  recognized  principles  of  practice  by  Ijeiiig  given  the  application 
of  rules  laid  down  in  decisions  herein  quoted  is  another  feature  of  the  case  I  do  not 
understan<l  and  which  I  ask  to  have  explained. 

My  husband's  rating  was  interfered  with  on  the  mere  opinion  of  the  medical  ref- 
eree, unsijstained  l)y  new  or  material  evidence,  after  an  unmolested  period  of  more 
than  twelve  yc»ars,  during  which  it  was  held  that  his  insanity  was  the  result  of  rheu- 
matism, for  which  the  highest  rating  fixed  by  law  was  allowed  him  and  which  should 
not  have  been  then  disturbed  without  positive  and  i-onclusive  ))roof  of  fraud  or  man- 
ifest error,  neither  of  which  was  i)resent  at  the  time  of  reduction,  and  consequently 
the  action  of  the  Department  was  unjust  and  erroneous  and  entitled  me  to  the  recon- 
sideration i)raye(l  for. 

In  asking  reconsideration  I  am  sustaine<l  by  departmental  decision  in  the  case  of 
Elizal>eth  SfcChimey  (5  P.  I).,  o.  s.  349),  in  which  it  is  held  that  '^Rei^onsideration 
of  decision  of  the  Department  will  not  l^e  refused  where  manifest  error  has  been 
committe<l,  even  though  new  evidence  is  not  i)resented."     *    *    * 

A  recent  letter  from  the  Dei>artment  states  that  I  should  present  new  evidence  to 
the  Bureau  of  Pensions  l)earing  on  the  issue  in  the  case  eo  that  the  Commissioner 
may  pass  ui)on  it  and  in  that  way  secure  a  rehearing. 
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What,  is  the  issue  in  the  case?  Is  not  the  proof  now  in  posseesion  of  the  Bureau 
conclusive  of  the  continued  insanity  of  the  soldier  during  the  time  he  was  i>ensioned 
for  it?  Does  not  the  several  commitments  and  his  detention  in  mad  houses  and  his 
death  from  chronic  dementia  and  exhaustion  satisfy  the  most  cxac^ting  that  he  was 
really  insane?  There  is  an  abundance  of  sucli  testimony  on  file,  and  it  can  not  ]ye 
conceived  why  the  Department  should  now  exact  more  of  the  same  kind  imder  j^e- 
tense  of  having  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  reopen  the  case. 

The  injustice  in  this  case  was  i>erpetrated  ])y  the  Dei)artment  of  the  Interior  and 
it  should  be  corrected  there  by  reviewing  the  action  of  May  19,  1894,  and  affording 
the  pensioner  the  protection  of  law,  decisions,  opinions,  and  rulings  bearing  on  the 
matter  and  resolving  in  his  favor  reasonable  doubt. 

As  evidence  of  the  attention  this  case  received  when  before  the  Department  in 
February,  1891,  I  quote  the  following  from  a  letter  written  to  me  by  Cyrus  Bussey, 
late  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  bearing  date  of  May  28,  1894:  "When  I  was 
in  office  when  the  case  was  before  me  I  read  every  i)aper  in  it  and  approve<l  the 
allowance  of  $72." 

It  is  an  old  saying  that  "new  broom  sweeps  clean,"' and  with  the  advent  of  the 
new  brooms  in  the  Pension  Office  and  the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  1898,  my 
husband  was  one  of  the  victims  of  the  spirit  of  contagious  economy  that  drifte<l  in 
with  the  new  brooms  and  myself  and  family  made  to  suffer  severely  by  it. 

There  is  but  one  more  thing  I  wish  to  call  your  attention  to  and  tliat  is  the  act 
approved  December  21,  1893,  making  i>ension  a  vested  riglit  and  pre\'enting  su>»|)en- 
sion,  reduction,  or  dropping  without  notice  to  the  j)ensioner,  etc. 

My  husband's  pension  was  susi)endeil  in  July,  1898,  and  payment  of  the  r(*tluced 
rate  not  resumed  until  after  December  21,  1898. 

Appeal  had  been  entere<l  against  the  reduction  and  no  decision  made  until  May 
19,  1894,  when  the  Bureau  action  of  reduction  was  affirmed,  consetjuently  the  action 
of  the  (Tovernment  was  not  complete  until  May  19,  1894,  and,  therefore,  the  iK»n- 
sioner  was  entitled  to  the  protection  affonled  by  the  act  of  Deceml>er  21,  1893,  and 
his  guardian  should  have  received  the  notice  provided  for  in  the  act. 

If  I  am  correct  in  this  view  of  the  law  it  would  seem  that,  leaving  everything  else 
out  of  the  case,  restoration  should  l>e  effecte<l. 

In  conclusion  I  lx»g  of  you  to  give  this  matter  your  i>ersonal  consideration  with  a 
view  to  reaching  a  final  determination  as  to  whether  the  re<luction  <.f  my  husband's 
pension,  without  conclusive  proof  of  fraud  or  error  in  obtaining  it,  was  just  and  in 
accordance  with  law  and  decisions  and  nilings  of  t!ie  Department. 

This  case  has,  it  appears,  been  several  times  before  the  Depart uic tit, 
and  ])ut  for  the  allej^ations  in  this  motion,  which  seem  to  indicate  full 
justice  has  not  been  done  in  the  premises  and  possibly  error  committed 
therein,  which  is,  in  fact,  found,  said  motion  would  not  now  be  enter- 
tained. 

The  legal  history  of  the  departmenial  action  may  be  briefly  stated  a.s 
follows:  On  appeal  from  a  refusal  of  the  Connnissioner  of  Pensions  to 
allow  an  increase  claim  alleging  softening  of  the  brain  as  result  of  the 
accepted  cause,  rheumatism,  the  Department  on  August  28,  1882, 
reversed  the  action  appealed  from,  and  held  that  the  evidence  showed 
insanity  due  to  said  cause,  the  first  grade  rate  of  $50  being  allowed 
accordingly  from  September  iJS,  1881  the  date  the  soldier  was  declared 
by  a  lunacy  commission  to  be  insarie.  This  appellant  was  appointed 
guardian  June  12,  1882. 
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In  Februaiy,  1890,  dropping  for  insanity  was  recommended  and 
payment  suspended,  but  in  Ma}',  1890,  suspension  was  removed  and 
payments  resumed. 

Appeal  was  tiled  asking  ^72  from  March  4,  1890,  under  the  act  of 
that  date,  and  the  Bureau  on  reconsideration  admitted  the  contention 
in  January,  1891,  whereupon  the  appeal  was  dismissed.  In  July,  1893, 
payment  was  again  suspended,  and  in  September,  1893,  insanity  was 
held  not  to  exist,  and  pension  was  reduced  accordingly  to  $10  per 
month  from  date  of  last  pa3'ment,  July  4, 1893,  and  disabilit}^  changed 
to  rheumatism  and  resirfting  disease  of  the  heart.  On  appeal  this 
action  was  affirmed  May  19,  1894,  and,  after  the  soldier's  death  in 
August,  1895,  was  reaffirmed  December  8,  1890,  and  April  19,  1901, 
on  appeals  from  rejection  of  a  claim  filed  July  29,  1S90,  by  this  appel- 
lant, for  restoration  of  the  rate  of  §72  from  date  of  said  reduction. 
On  ilay  4,  1895,  she  was  removed  from  the  soldier's  guardianship,  l)ut 
was  reappoiirted  by  another  court  August  21,  1895. 

Appellant  now  contends  that  the  (juestion  of  insanity  of  the  soldier 
was  res  judicata  by  the  decisions  of  the  Department  of  August  28, 
lss2,  and  February  14,  1891,  the  latter  dismissal  of  appeal  being  in 
effect  a  departmental  affirmance  of  the  allowance  of  the  $72  rate  by 
the  Bureau;  and  that,  therefore,  the  decision  of  ^lay  19,  1894,  by  a 
subsequent  administration  was  and  is  illegal,  citing  numerous  deci- 
sions to  the  effect  that  one  admin isti'ation  may  not  disturb  the  action 
of  a  preceding  administration. 

If  this  contention  were  sustained  it  would  prevent  the  present  con- 
sideration of  this  case,  in  which  appellant  seeks  to  disturb  the  action 
of  Ma}'  19,  1894,  of  a  prior  administration.  In  her  view,  evidently,  a 
favorable  action  is  res  judicata  and  an  unfavorable  one  not  res  judicata. 
Such  vi(»w  is  inconsistent  and  erroneous.  In  the  case  of  T.  A.  Harris 
(7  P.  D.,  50)  cited  by  her,  the  Department  refused  to  review  a  decision 
as  to  a  question  of  fee  rend(»red  end  acted  upon  under  a  prior  admin- 
istration; but  stated  that — 

on  the  otlif  r  liand,  in  ease*?  involving  title  to  ptML<ion  or  inrrease  or  reduction  of  rates, 
the  i^<5!*ue  is  one  whieh  remains  before  your  lUireau  or  this  Department  so  lon^a**  the 
claimant  or  pensioner  survives. 

And  again,  in  Mary  E.  Eastridge  (8  P.  D.,  5),  the  Department  held 
that  neither  the  doctrine  of  res  judicata  nor  stare  di^cisis  is  strictly 
applicable  to  pension  cases,  and  when  adopted  these  doctrines  simply 
become  rules  which  each  administration  prescribes  for  itself ,  as  a  mat- 
ter of  policy  or  convenience,  and  which  may  be  waived,  suspended,  or 
ignored,  as  justice,  public  policy,  or  convenience  requires.  This  deci- 
sion was  cited  and  followed  in  James  Duvall  (9  P.  I).,  218). 

So  far  as  legal  right  is  concerned,  the  Department  ma}',  in  a  pension 
claim,  review  the  decision  of  a  predecessor  if  it  sees  tit.     There  is  no 
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legal  bar,  by  .statute,  to  such  review;  and  the  Department  raay  not,  by 
any  rule  or  regulation,  create,  directly  or  indirectly,  a  bar  to  an\' 
review  of  either  adverse  or  favorable  action.  Congre.s.s  has  declared 
that  certain  persons  shall  be  entitled  under  certain  conditions  to  a  cer- 
tain pension.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  has  held  that 
*' there  is  no  vested  legal  right  in  a  pension''  (U.  S.  v.  Teller,  107 
U.  S. ,  64),  no  right  which  Congress  may  not  take  away,  alter  or  cur- 
tail whenever  and  in  whatever  wav  it  mav  see  tit,  the  snme  as  ♦t  mav 
or  may  not  give. 

There  is,  however,  in  the  beneticiary  of  the  pension  laws,  or  in  one 
claiming  as  such,  a  vested  legal  right  to  an  adjudication,  as  to  his  or 
her  right  to  pension,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  and  within  the 
limitations  prescribed  in  said  laws;  and  neither  the  Bureau  of  Pensions 
nor  the  Department  may  su|>erimpose  upon  such  adjudication  any 
other  limitations  than  those  which  are  prescribed  in  said  laws  or  which 
may  be  essential  to  the  proper  execution  of  the  latter,  it  l)eing  funda- 
mental that  authority  to  do  a  sj)ecitic  act  carries  with  it  an  implied 
authority  to  do  anything  incidentally  necessary  to  the  proper  execu- 
tion of  such  act. 

For  the  Depaitaient  to  give  to  its  decisions  in  such  cases  a  conclusive 
effect  would  ])e  to  create  a  bar  to  a  statutorv  errant  which  the  statute 
does  not  in  any  wise  warmnt,  and  which  would,  in  fact.  l)e  in  contra- 
vention and  defeat  of  such  grant. 

The  act  of  June  21,  1879,  gives  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions 
*'  the  same  power  as  heretofore  to  order  special  examinations  when- 
ever, in  his  judgment,  the  same  may  be  necessary,  and  to  increase  or 
reduce  the  pension  according  to  right  and  justice." 

The  power  of  the  Commissioner  to  review  any  c*ase,  and  the  attendant 
supervisory  and  appellate  power  of  the  Secretary,  appears  to  be  gen- 
eral and  unlimited,  except  by  certain  provisions  as  to  notice  and  hearing 
in  cases  of  reduction  or  withdrawal  of  j^ension.  Congress  evidently 
intended  that  no  d(»cision  in  a  pension  claim  should  preclude  further 
considemtion  and  action  therein,  ]>ut  that  such  claim  and  pension 
thereunder  should  be  subject  always  to  the  power  of  the  Commissioner 
of  Pensions  and  the  Secretarv  to  take,  at  anv  time,  whatever  action 
their  judgment  should  d(»em  necessary  in  order  to  carry  out  the  pro- 
visions of  the  laws  on  the  subject-matter  of  pensions. 

The  statement  of  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  in  the  case 
referred  to  in  this  motion  of  United  States  r.  Bank  of  the  Metropolis 
(15  Peters,  400),  that  the  '"  right  in  an  incumbent  of  reviewing  a  pred- 
ecessor's decisions  extends  to  mistakes  in  matters  of  fact  arising  from 
errors  in  ciilculation  and  to  cases  of  rejected  claims  in  which  material 
testimony  is  afterwards  discovered  and  produced,"  has  no  bearing  or 
force  herein.  That  was  a  decision  in  regard  to  certain  vested  rights 
of  third  parties,  as  to  which  recourse  to  the  courts  would  lie. 
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As  already  stated,  there  is  no  vested  right  in  a  pension;  third  par- 
ties (except  attorney's  to  a  limited  extent)  have  no  interest  therein; 
and  the  courts  have  no  jurisdiction  whatever  over  the  subject-matter  of 
pensions.  The  adjudication,  review,  revision,  correction,  and  adjust- 
ment of  all  pension  matters  lie  within  the  powers  alone  of  this  Depart- 
ment; and  there  is  no  limitation  whatever  (except  to  some  extent  a*s  to 
retroactive  decisions)  upon  the  power  of  one  administration  to  review 
and  revise  a  pension  cslsq  acted  upon  by  a  preceding  administration. 

Judge  Cox,  in  the  case  of  Long  v,  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions, 
(decided  Febi-uarv  28,  1894),  stated,  as  quoted  in  the  case  of  Mary  E. 
Eastridge,  supra,  that — 

There  is  no  statute  which  exchides  the  right  of  an  executive  otticer  to  review  the 
action  of  his  predeoes}?or  in  any  unsettled  and  inchoate  matter.  *  *  *  The  doc- 
trine of  stare  decisis  ia  simply  a  nile  which  each  administration  prescribes  for  itself, 
without  bemg  constrained  to  <lo  so  by  any  statute  or  general  princij)le  of  law,  but 
simply  as  a  matter  of  policy  or  convenience.  *  *  *  i  infer  that  it  has  \)een  the 
usage  of  the  De|>artment  of  the  Interior  not  to  apj)ly  the  d(X*trine  of  res  judicata  to 
the  rating  of  a  pensioner,  and  in  the  absence  of  statutory  i)roNnsions  I  should  consider 
this  ussge  the  controlling  authority  on  the  subject.  I  think,  however,  that  it  also 
has  the  support  of  statute  law.  *  *  *  No  title  passes  by  the  admission  of  an 
applicant  to  the  pension  roll  as  in  the  case  of  a  patent  to  land,  which  can  not 
be  recalled.  Pensions  are  the  bounties  of  the  Government,  which  Congress  has 
the  right  to  give,  withhold,  or  recall,  at  its  discretion.  *  *  *  It  is  the  duty  of  the 
oflScers  of  the  Government  to  see  that  its  bounty  is  not  abused.  It  is  the  duty  of  the 
Commissioner,  on  a  proper  application,  to  decide  what  share  of  that  bounty  the  law 
intends  to  bestow  ui)on  the  applicant.  Whatever  is  paid  to  him  under  that  decision 
is  gone  beyond  recall,  but  if  the  succeeding  Commissioner  should  be  satisfied  that 
the  pensioner  was  wrongfully  rated,  why  should  he  iiot  correct  the  error  as  to 
further  payments?  The  pensioner  has  no  contract  rights  to  future  payments.  He 
has  no  vested  rights  in  an  erroneous  construction  of  the  law.  The  Government  can 
not  bring  suits  to  set  aside  a  mere  erroneous  decision  of  an  ex  officer.  *  *  *  Ita 
only  remedy  is  in  its  own  hands,  and  that  is  to  stop  the  abuse,  and  the  Commissioner, 
for  the  time  l^eing,  is  its  organ  to  do  that. 

The  Assistant  Attorne^'-General  for  this  Department  has  held  (6 
P.  D.,  2d7)  that  the  Secretary  ''may  review  such  case  (of  an  errone- 
ous judgment  on  the  evidence)  and  correct  in  the  manner  prescribed 
by  law  the  judgment,  so  far  as  it  affects  future  pension,''  but  not  pen- 
sion already  paid  under  such  judgment,  unless  the  latter  be  shown  to 
have  been  due  to  fraud  or  mistake  of  fact. 

While  the  decision  of  the  Department  in  one  administration  has, 
therefore,  no  conclusive  effect  upon  a  su>)sequent  administration,  the 
Department  has,  in  the  interests  of  good  practice  and  public  policy, 
refused  to  review  past  decisions  except  upon  definite  assignments  of 
error  or  manifest  injustice  therein;  and  where  such  decision  was  upon 
a  question  of  fact,  merely,  determinable  as  a  matter  of  judgment  upon 
the  weight  and  effect  of  evidence,  the  Department  maj'  properly  refuse 
to  entertain  a  motion  for  reconsideration  of  such  decision,  unless  grosa 
and  palpable  injustice  to  the  claimant  is  either  api>arent  from  the  deci- 
sion itself  alone,  or  is  demonstrated  in  such  motion,  from  the  evidence 
upon  which  such  decision  was  rendered. 
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And  in  Jackson  Martin  (7  P.  D.,  265)  the  Department  held,  em  cor- 
rectly quoted  in  this  motion,  that — 

Cases  long  ninoe  atljudicate<i  by  i)revious  admiiiiHtratioiw  should  not  })e  reopened, 
reconsidereil,  nor  readjudicated,  except  (1)  iijwn  dim^overy  that  the  i)enKU>ii  was 
procured  through  fraud;  (2)  when,  under  the  statutei",  the  pension  is  re<iuire<l  to  be 
increased  or  rt^hicet^l  in  accordance  with  the  degree  of  the  pensionable  disability; 

(3)  when  inilisputable  or  manifest  error  in  law  or  fact  is  ai>i>arent  in  the  re<-oni;  or 

(4)  when,  on  presentation  of  new  and  material  evident,  it  is  indubitalily  shown 
that  through  mistake  the  i>ension  was  in  whole  or  in  part  illegally  refused  or  granted. 

See  also  Charles  F.  Borthwick  (10  P.  D.,  241));  Alonzo  C.  Veale  (11 
P.  D.,  299). 

The  action  of  reduction,  therefore,  and  the  departmental  decision 
of  May  19,  1894,  affirming  it,  whether  correct  or  not,  were  yet  clearly 
within  the  power  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  and  of  the  Secre- 
tary, notwithstanding  the  departmental  decision  of  August  28,  18S2. 
Said  decision  of  May  19,  1S94,  was  not  given  any  retroactive  effect, 
except  to  affirm  the  reduction  from  July  4,  1S93,  made  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  21,  18T9,  upon  notice  and  order 
of  suspension  of  July  17, 1S98,  fimil  action  being  tiken  according!}" 
and  payments  resumed  Se])temher  15,  1S93,  on  medical  approval  for 
reduction  to  ?1()  per  month  from  ^' April  3  (23?),  1^90, '"  although 
there  appears  to  have  been  no  recovery  of  excess  paid  since  the  latter 
date,  ev'identlv  intended  to  be  the  date  of  last  medical  examination, 
April  23,  1890.  This  susptMision  of  payment  and  antedating  of  the 
reduced  mte  from  date  of  last  payment  were  also  within  the  lawful 
powers  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  and  were  not  invalidated 
by  the  subsec^uent  act  of  Decem])er  21,  1893.  (See  D.  A.  Wetherbee, 
7  P.  D.,562;  Mary  J.  Rice,  ibid.,  or)9.) 

As  to  this  appellant's  right  to  a  reconsideration  of  said  decision  of 
May  19,  l8i)4,  the  following  facts  appear: 

In  a  letter  to  the  then  AssisUmt  3ecn»tarv  who  rendered  that  decision 
this  appellant,  then  guardian  of  the  deceased  pensioner,  complained, 
July  14,  1894,  that  the  adverse  action  of  the  Bureau  was  due  to  perse- 
cutions of  her  b}'  certain  persons  at  her  home  and  others  in  the  Bureau, 
and  asked  for  a  revi(»w  on  all  the  evidence.  A  similar  complaint  was 
made  bv  her  in  a  letter  a  vear  later,  Julv  24,  1895.  But  no  formal 
motion  for  reconsideration  appt»ars  to  have  been  tiled  prior  to  the 
soldiery's  death,  August  2^),  181)5,  nor  any  reply  made  to  either  of  sjiid 
letters. 

Appellant  then  tiled  on  October  2I>,  1S1»5,  claims  as  widow  both  for 
accrued  and  for  original  jiension;  and  on  March  0,  1S90,  she  was 
allowed  the  soldiers  accruful  pension  from  date  of  last  payment,  July 
4,  181C>,  and  on  Ma}'  b),  iSiMj,  original  pension  as  widow,  which  she 
later  surrendered  in  order  to  accept  pension  as  nurse,  certificate  Xo. 
978811,  at  $12  per  month,  which  was  increased  by  special  act  May  24, 
1900,  to  $24  per  month. 
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111  a  letter  to  Secretary  Smith  on  June  23,  181)6,  she  contended  that 
she  should  have  as  widow  ever}'  cent  due,  and  claimed  ''  all  the  law 
allows''  for  insanity  as  far  back  as  proof  shows  it  in  1871,  and  asked 
for  a  blank  declaration  for  accrued  pension  at  ^72  from  date  of  sus- 
pension and  arrears  back.  A  declaration  for.  restoration  was  sent 
accordingly  July  18,  1896;  and  on  July  20,  1896,  she  filed  it,  claiming 
$72  as  '"guardian  for  keeping  and  caring  for  him,''  soldier,  and  alleg- 
ing he  had  heart  disease,  rheumatism,  kidney  trouble,  and  congestion 
of  the  brain,  resulting  in  insanity,  and  that  he  died  from  dementia  and 
exhaustion. 

This  was  held  ])v  the  reviewer  to  be  not  a  valid  claim  for  restora- 
tion,  but  the  chief  of  the  board  of  review  held  contra,  she  having,  he 
says,  been  reappointed  guardian  August  21,  1S95,  and  having  a  right 
to  file  a  claim  for  rerating, nothwithstanding  the  Bureau  had  declined 
payment  to  hei*  on  the  ground  she  had  not  accounted  for  the  money  of 
soldier  paid  her  as  guardian;  and  on  October  5,  1896,  such  claim  was 
rejected,  ''  no  increase;  no  medical  grounds  for  rerating." 

She  then  appealed  October  23,  1896,  contending  for  $72  per  month 
from  date  of  discharge  on  the  ground  of  soldier's  insanity.  This  appeal 
was  dismissed  December  8,  1896,  under  the  decision  of  Caroline  E.  G. 
Colby  (7  P.  L).,  24),  holding  a  widow  may  not  tile  a  claim  for  rerating 
of  her  deceased  husband's  pension;  the  decision  on  dismissal  holding 
also  that  the  evidence  filed  since  the  decision  of  !Mav  19,  1894,  does 
not  warrant  any  change  of  action. 

A  motion  for  reconsideration  filed  June  12,  iS'.iT,  t;nd  claiming  ^72 
j^er  month  from  date  of  reduction,  was  overruled  June  25,  1897,  the 
decisions  of  May  19,  1894,  and  December  8,  1896,  being  held  to  be 
correct. 

Letters  to  the  President,  alleging  injustice  in  adjudication,  and 
claiming  "'a  large  amount  of  back  pension,''  were  filed  in  181^7  and 
1898,  and  on  April  15,  1S99,  a  similar  letter  to  the  Commissioner  of 
Pensions.  Congressional  influence  was  then,  as  repeatedly  before, 
brought  to  bear  upon  the  Department;  and  on  May  21, 1901,  Attorney 
J.  E.  Brophy  filed  a  lengthy  motion  for  reconsideration,  containing 
substantially  the  same  general  charges  as  in  this  motion,  and  contend- 
ing she  has  as  widow  the  right  to  prosecute  a  claim  for  restoration 
which  he  alleges  she  filed  as  guardian  in  1893,  but  none  which  appears 
to  have  been  filed.  This  motion  was  not  formally  docketed  as  such, 
but  was  transmitted  to  the  Bureau  with  the  Assistant  Secretary's 
indorsement  that  the  Department  declined  to  reopen  the  case,  *'as  it 
is  not  warranted." 

A  duplicate  of  the  last  motion  was  filed  Fe])ruary  14,  1901,  and  on 
April  19,  1901,  the  Department  overruled  same,  holding  appellant  ha.s 
no  right  to  file  a  claim  for  rerating,  and  that  there  would  be,  had  she 
such  right,  no  title  to  rerating  on  the  merits;  that  rerating  is  allow- 
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able  only  on  showing  of  palpable  and  indisputable  error,  and  that  the 
rule  is  that  past  i-atings  will  not  be  disturl)ed  except  on  proof  of  fraud 
or  mistake  of  fact  or  law. 

A  third  motion  (in  the  exact  language  of  the  other  two),  tiled  Decem- 
ber 18,  1902,  was  disposed  of  by  letter  on  December  22,  11>02,  the 
Department  refusing  again  to  reconsider  the  case,  and  on  March  27, 
1903,  Attorney  Brophy  was  informed  there  was  nothing  pending 
therein. 

It  appears  from  the  foregoing  that  this  appellant  as  guardian  was 
not  accorded  any  reconsideration  of  the  decision  of  May  19,  1894, 
although  she  wrote  several  letters  to  the  Department  asking  it.  This 
was  error  on  the  part  of  the  Depjirtment,  and  should  entitle  appellant, 
as  widow,  to  a  reconsideration  of  that  decision.  Said  letters  should  be 
considered  as  motions  for  reconsideration  which  were  pending  at  sol- 
dier's death,  and  which  she  now,  as  widow,  has  the  legal  right  to  prose- 
cute. The  declaration  for  restonition  of  the  $72  rate  was.  in  effect, 
merely  a  motion  for  reconsideration  of  the  decision  of  May  19,  1894, 
although  filed  with  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions;  and  on  considera- 
tion of  the  appeal  from  rejection  of  such  claim  for  restoration  or 
re  rating,  the  Department,  in  fact,  reconsidered  said  decision  then  and 
again  on  June  25,  1897,  and  on  April  19,  1901. 

The  declaration  of  July  29,  189G,  should  not  have  been  adjudicjited 
as  a  claim  either  for  restoration  or  for  rerating.  The  only  question 
raised  therein  had  already  been  passed  upon  by  the  Depaitment,  and 
was  res  judicata  so  far  as  the  Bureau  was  concerned.  The  appellant 
should  have  been  sc  informed  when  she  wrote  the  letter  asking  for 
such  ])Iank  declaration.  It  and  all  departmental  action  based  thereon 
may  be  dropped  from  this  consideration,  in  order  to  get  this  ca.se  in 
its  proper  legal  channel,  viz,  that  springing  from  the  Department's 
failure  to  accord  the  appellant,  as  guardian,  the  right  of  reconsidera- 
tion of  the  decision  adverse  to  her  as  such  guardian  rendered  May  19, 
1894;  which  right  she  asserted  in  the  several  letters  mentioned,  and 
which  was  a  pending  undetermined  right  at  the  soldier's  death,  sur- 
viving, under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  2, 1895,  as  to  accrued 
pension,  to  her  as  widow,  and  upon  the  final  determination  of  which 
she,  as  widow,  may  legally  and  properly  be  adjudged  to  be  in  law 
entitled'  or  not  entitled  to  the  arrears  of  accrued  pension  which  are 
claimed. 

Upon  this  analysis  of  the  legal  status  of  this  appellant  with  refer- 
ence to  the  soldier's  pension,  the  Department  may  properly  take  up 
for  consideration  the  merits  of  his  claim,  through  her  as  guardian,  as 
existing  when  the  decision  of  May  19,  1894,  was  rendered,  first,  how- 
ever, disposing  of  sundry  general  complaints  of  the  present  motion 
and  preliminary  considerations. 

As  to  the  alleged  erroneous  statement  in  the  Department's  letter  of 
March  27, 1903,  the  writer  is  mistaken  in  saying  the  Department,  on 
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February  I4,  1891,  did  "disturb  the  adverse  action  of  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Pensions  by  reversing  him  and  allowing  my  husband  a  pen- 
sion of  $72  per  month/'  It  appears  the  then  pending  appeal,  filed 
June  23,  1890,  was  dismissed  perfunctorily  February  14,  1891,  on 
report  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  that  $72  per  month  from 
March  4,  1890,  had  been  allowed. 

Her  statement  that  the  soldier  received  $72  per  month  from  January 
16,  1891,  is  also  erroneous.  That  rate  was  paid  from  March  4,  1890, 
under  the  act  of  Congress  of  that  date,  increasing  to  that  rate  from 
that  date  the  pensions  of  those  who  were  then  disabled  in  the  degree 
entitling  to  such  mte. 

Her  statement  that  the  ratings  of  $50  and  $72  were  ''only  allowed 
after  the  Deimrtment  was  thoroughly  convinced  of  the  merits  of  the 
case  and  that  the  soldier's  condition  was  the  result  of  his  army  service" 
is  likewise  erroneous.  The  decision  of  the  Department  of  August  28, 
1882,  allowing  the  former  rate,  states  expressly  that  there  was  con- 
flicting evidence  as  to  whether  cerebi*al  softening  and  insanity  were 
due  to  rheumatism  or  to  other  and  nonservice  causes,  and  that  they 
were  held  to  be  sequential  to  rheumatism  onh'  ])ecausc  the  latter's 
existence  appeared  to  aflford  a  suflBcient  exciting  cause  and  "any 
doubt  upon  this  point  should  be  resolved  in  his  favor;"  also,  that 
there  was  conflicting  testimony  as  to  the  fact  of  insanity,  and  that 
insanity  was  held  to  be  established  mainly  upon  the  finding  of  the 
commission  in  lunacy  in  September,  1881,  and  the  fact,  "of  which 
there  appears  to  be  no  question,"  as  held  informall}^  by  the  Assistant 
Attorney-General  on  that  appeal,  that  such  insanity  proceedings  con- 
formed to  the  State  law.  The  rate  of  $72  was  never  allowed  by  the 
Department  at  all,  but  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  alone,  in 
January,  1891,  overruling  a  contrary  opinion  by  the  medical  referee 
as  to  the  question  of  title  to  that  rate,  that  question  being  then  as 
always  one  of  great  doubt,  and  this  allowance  being  based  by  the 
Commissioner  mainly  upon  generalities  and  including  disabilities, 
hemorrhoids  and  incontinence  of  bowels,  which  had  not  been  accepted 
as  of  service  origin,  and  based  also  largely  upon  the  fact  that  title  to 
that  rate  had  already  been  conceded  by  the  Department  ten  years 
before  by  allowing  $50,  and  that  such  title  had  remained  unquestioned 
during  those  years.  This,  as  shown  hereafter,  was  an  erroneous 
allowance. 

As  to  the  alleged  "  unfounded  and  unproven  assaults  *  *  *  by 
officers  of  the  Bureau  on  your  appellant's  character,  none  of  which 
were  ever  sustained"  (she  says),  and  their  alleged  influence  in  the 
adverse  consideration  of  the  case  by  the  medical  referee,  the  claimant 
again  errs.  These  so-called  assaults  were  neither  unfounded  nor 
unproven.  They  were  made  not  alone  by  special  examiners  of  known 
integrity,  but  by  witnesses,  of  like  known  integrity,  before  the  special 
examiners,  and  more  than  all  these,  as  tending  to  lend  credence  to  such 
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assaults,  IS  the  conduct  of  this  claimant  hei^self,  not  merely  when 
before  special  examiner^?,  but  when  here,  in  person,  in  the  offices  of 
this  Department,  engaged  in  the  prosecution  of  her  numerous  appeals 
and  motions.  She  has  here  and  elsewhere  vilified  officers  of  the  Gov- 
ernment, as  she  has  man}'  witnesses  in  her  case,  in  unmeasured  terms, 
charging  them,  high  and  low,  with  malicious  and  venal  acts  in  refer- 
ence to  herself  and  her  claims.  If  such  conduct  on  her  part  has  not 
prejudiced  the  minds  of  some  who  have  considered  her  or  her  deceased 
husband's  claims,  it  would  be  surprising.  No  such  improper  influence, 
however,  in  the  consideration  of  the  merits  of  the  case  appears  in  the 
words  or  acts  of  anj'  officer  of  the  Government,  considered  in  the  light 
of  the  evidence. 

Just  what  particular  ''assaults"  upon  her  character  or  what  particu- 
lar officers  of  the  Bureau  she  intends  to  charge  does  not  clearly  api>ear. 
Presumablv  she  refers  to  the  di'astic  comments  of  the  last  special 
examiner,  which  are  referred  to  in  said  decision  of  May  19,  1894,  in 
which  comments  said  examiner  stated  that  "if  the  opinion  of  every 
man  and  woman  in  the  neighborhood,  except  her  few  relations,  be 
regarded,  he  (soldier)  is  as  sane  as  anyone,  and  his  wife  has  manufac- 
tured the  story  of  his  insanity  in  order  to  give  him  the  high  i-ate;'' 
also  that,  as  far  as  he  was  able  to  learn  after  careful  inquiry,  "she  is 
tricky,  dishonest  to  the  last  degree,  and  wholly  unreliable."  It  is 
stated  in  that  decision  that  the  testimony  at  each  of  the  special  investi- 
gations, as  well  as  the  reports  of  the  other  examiners,  is  in  full  accord 
with  these  statements  of  this  examiner,  both  as  to  the  character  of  the 
guardian  and  the  sanity  of  the  pensioner. 

This  chaiucterization  of  appellant  by  the  special  examiner,  whether 
true  in  fact  or  not,  is  not  unfounded.  The  testimonv  secured  bv  him 
was  itself  so  overwhelmingly  adverse  to  the  contentions  as  to  the  sol- 
dier's insanity  as  to  create  a  suspicion  that  the  claim  was  fraudulent; 
and  this  apj^ellant's  own  conduct  in  attempting  by  threats  or  sugges- 
tions to  influence  witnesses  in  giving  their  testimony  tends  to  tiie  same 
suspicion.  The  examiner's  report  does  not  appear  to  have  been  given 
in  malice  or  untruthfulness,  and  no  reason  to  doubt  that  he  made  an 
honest  report,  as  it  was  his  duty  to  do,  as  to  his  inquiries  concerning 
her  appears. 

In  reph'  to  his  question  in  her  final  statement,  as  to  whether  she 
had  any  complaint  to  make  as  to  the  conduct,  manner,  or  fairness  of 
his  examination,  she  said,  "  No,  sir;  1  have  not  with  you — ^put  it  right 
down.  You  have  done  as  fair  as  I  could  expect; "  and  she  replied 
"  No,  sir,"  to  the  same  question  in  180M.  No  final  statement  appears 
to  have  been  made  to  the  other  special  examiners. 

But  this  assault  upon  appellant's  character  does  not  appear  to  have 
influenced  to  any  extent  the  decision  of  the  medical  referee  on  the 
merits  of  the  case  of  which  she  particularly  complains.     That  officer, 
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in  his  opinion  of  Septeml^r  15,  181^3,  on  which  reduction  was  based, 
adverts  properly  to  the  adverse  testimony  taken  on  special  examina- 
tion and  to  the  suspicions  it  raises;  but  his  medical  conclusions  are 
based  specifically  upon  all  the  evidence  in  the  case,  pro  and  con,  to 
which  also  he  refers;  and  such  conclusions  that  insanity  or  softening 
of  the  brain  did  not  exist,  and  tlmt  the  soldiers  rheumatism  was  not 
such  as  to  produce  either,  appear  to  have  been  founded  wholly  on  such 
evidence,  and  to  have  been  untainted  by  any  bias  or  prejudice. 

The  appellant's  allegation  that  there  is  a  ''mass  of  reliable  and 
uncontroverted  medical  and  lay  testimony  present  in  the  case  con- 
clusively proving  the  insanity  of  my  husband  and  its  pathological 
connection  with  the  rheumatism  of  service  origin ''  is  not  supported 
b}'  the  facts  in  the  case,  and  her  charge  that  the  medical  referee  ''pur- 
poseh^  ignored  "  such  mass  of  testimony  is  not  sustained,  there  being, 
in  fact,  no  such  mass  of  testimony  at  all,  as  will  hereinafter  be  shown, 
nor  any  evidence  that  he  ignored  any  of  the  testimony  in  the  case. 

Her  contention  that  the  opinion  of  the  medical  referee  is  not,  in  a 
case  of  this  kind,  conclusive  may  })e  sustained.  As  has  been  held  by 
the  Department,  his  opinions  are  advisor}-  onl>'  to  the  head  of  the 
Bureau  or  of  the  Department,  and  generally  conclusive  on  questions 
purely  medical,  but  not  on  matters,  such  as  testamentary  capacity, 
which  lie  within  the  ninge  of  common  observation  and  exj^erience, 
which  should  be  decided  upon  all  the  evidence.  (Lawson's  Expert  and 
Opin.  Ev.,  pp.  1,  2,  254,  255;  Carpenter  v.  Calvert,  83  111.,  62.)  The 
court  stated  in  the  case  cited  that — 

PhyHicians  may  be  reganieii  experts  as  to  the  condition  of  the  Ixxiy  and  as  to  what 
diseases  tend  to  impair  the  mind;  but  it  does  not  follow,  from  the  mere  fact  that 
they  are  physicians,  that  they  are  any  l)etter  judges  of  the  degree  of  mental  capacity 
than  other  men  of  goo<i  common  sense. 

See  decisions  of  the  Department  in  John  J.  Hill  (7  P.  D.,  142); 
Julia  A.  E.  Watkins  (10  P.  D.,  202). 

It  has  been  also  held  by  the  Department  that  title  to  the  first-grade 
rate  is  not  a  medical  question,  one  resting  solel}'  within  technical 
knowledge  for  its  determination,  but  is  a  question  of  mixed  law  and 
fact — whether  a  certain  proven  state  of  facts  constitutes  the  condition 
specified  in  the  law  as  entitling  to  that  rate — to  be  detennined  from 
all  the  evidence  in  the  case  as  to  the  facts,  and  from  all  the  laws  in 
pari  materia  as  to  the  law,  the  Department  having  to  determine  as 
well  what  facts  exist  as  what  the  law  contemplates.  (See  J.  J.  Hill, 
supra;  Edmund  O.  Beers,  7  P.  D.,  113;  Eppenetus  W.  Mcintosh,  10 
P.  D.,  172;  La])an  W.  McInturfT,  12  P.  D.,  77  and  299;  Jacob  S. 
Clark,  ibid.,  70;  Lovell  Bullock,  12  P.  D.,  244.) 

Appellant  calls  attention  particularly  also  to  the  finding  of  the  med- 
ical referee,  contrary  to  the  pu  )lic  record  as  to  the  cause  of  sol- 
dier's death,  organic  dementia  and  exhaustion,  that  death  was  due  to 
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disease  of  heart,  and  suggests  that  this  finding  was  induced  by  fear 
of  a  possible  reversal  of  the  decision  herein  of  May  19,  1894,  should 
he  admit  insanity  iis  a  factor  in  the  cause  of  death;  and  she  asks 
specially  for  full  and  satisfactory  reasons  for  his  finding. 

The  cause  of  the  soldier's  death  is,  the  same  as  the  question  of 
his  insanity,  a  fact  to  be  determined  from  all  the  evidence.  The 
record  of  the  asylum  where  the  soldier  dies  is  not  conclusive  as  to  the 
cause  of  death,  but  same  should  be  determined  from  the  testimony  of 
those  having  personal  knowledge  of  the  symptoms,  and  a  conclusion 
reached  from  lx)th  the  medical  and  the  lay  testimony,  giving  to  the 
former  class  of  testimony  such  special  weight  only  as  to  any  fact  as 
it  may  appear  to  be  entitled  to  by  reason,  perhaps,  of  the  physician 
l)eing  likel}',  because  of  his  technical  knowledge,  to  possess  a  better 
apprehension  of  such  fact  than  one  not  a  physician,  and  giving  in  the 
consideration  by  the  Department  of  a  purely  medical  question,  to  his 
and  to  the  medical  referee's  medical  opinions  from  the  facts,  their 
proper  weight  as  expert  testimony  only,  neither  one  conclusive  upon 
such  question,  but  both  merel\"  advisory  to  the  Department  in  such 
consideration. 

The  question  as  to  the  cause  of  the  soldier's  death  is  only  incidentally 
involved  herein,  as  it  may  tend  to  show  whether  insanity  existed  or 
not,  and  it  will  be  particularly  considered  later  when  the  latter  ques- 
tion is  disposed  of. 

The  contention  that  the  administration  of  1894  was  legally  estopped 
from  disturbing  the  decision  of  the  administrations  of  1882  and  1891 
as  to  insanity  contains  no  force,  as  already  shown.  And  under  the 
authoritative  decision  of  Jackson  Martin,  supra,  particularly  cited 
and  relied  upon  by  appellant  in  this  motion,  a  review  by  the  Bureau 
of  its  action  of  January,  1891,  or  b}'  the  Department  of  its  dismissal 
of  February'  14, 1891,  based  upon  such  action,  would  be  fully  warranted 
bv  the  fact  alone  that  such  action  was  based,  as  shown  bv  the  record, 
upon  and  included  disabilities  not  accepted  as  of  service  origin,  and 
was  predicated,  not  upon  the  condition  specified  in  the  law  as  entitling 
to  the  first-grade  rate,  as  above  shown,  but  upon  uncertain  generalities, 
as  seen  by  the  following  copy  of  the  Commissioner's  approval  for  said 
allowance: 

I  liave  carefully  considered  this  cage.  The  claimant  has  been  pensioned  for  dis- 
easefl  whicli  oljviously  originated  in  the  service,  the  severity  of  which  have  broken 
down  his  physical  and  mental  stamina.  He  is  shown  to  be  a  great  sufferer  from 
hemorrhoids  and  incontinence  of  the  bowels;  he  has  l^en  a  great  sufferer  from 
sciatica.  Whether  sane  or  insane,  it  seems  clear  that  his  mental  condition  is  weak. 
He  is  obviously  unable  to  perform  any  regular  or  mental  labor  which  contributes  to 
the  support  of  the  family,  and  is  in  fact  a  burden.  He  was  pensioned  at  first  grade, 
$50  per  month,  and  has  been  drawing  that  pension  for  some  years.  The  evidence 
does  not  warrant  a  change  of  grade,  and  therefore  he  must  l>e  pensioned  at  $72  per 
month  from  March  4,  1890. 
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Such  allowance  was  a  palpable  and  unquestionable  error,  apparent 
in  the  record.  Unless  disabilities  are  duly  established  as  of  service 
origin,  neither  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  nor  the  Department  has 
any  legal  warrant  for  allowing  pension  on  account  of  them.  Hem- 
orrhoids and  incontinence  of  bowels  were  not  alleged  as  of  service 
origin  until  March  20,  1890,  in  a  general  affidavit  by  appellant,  and 
there  is  no  record  showing  they  were  ever  adjudicated,  or  attempted 
to  be,  as  of  service  origin.  The  statement  that  the  soldier  was  suffer- 
ing from  diseases  '"obviously  originating  in  service"  is  not  warranted. 
The  earliest  mention  in  any  certificate  of  examination  of  these  diseases 
was  in  1875,  and  there  is  no  evidence  whatever  tending  to  show  either 
existed  in  service  or  until  years  after.  In  this  motion  appellant  places 
their  appearance  '"when  the  dementia  developed,"  which  w^as  not, 
according  to  her  statements,  until  1871  at  the  earliest. 

This  allowance  ignored  also  the  specific  provisions  of  the  law,  so 
clear  as  to  need  no  construction,  that  title  to  the  first-grade  rate  con- 
sists in  the  need  of  '"regular  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another 
person"  because  of  total  and  permanent  helplessness,  as  already 
shown,  due  to  '"injuries  received  or  disease  contracted  in  the  service 
and  line  of  duty."     (Acts  of  June  18, 1874,  and  March  4,  1890.) 

It  is  noted  also  that  the  Commissioner  did  not,  in  said  approval, 
hold  that  insanity  existed;  and  even  had  he  so  held,  the  Department 
has  frequently  decided  that  insanity  does  not,  of  itself,  necessarily 
entitle  to  the  first-grade  rate. 

The  nonspecific  law  does  not  concern  itself  with  the  name  of  a  disability  nor 
with  the  place  of  its  treatment.  It  provides  only  for  a  resulting  helplessness.  It 
makes  no  necessary  difference  whether  this  man  is  an  inmate  of  St.  Elizabeth  Hos- 
pital, or  of  the  Providence  Hospital,  or  of  his  own  home.  Therefore  the  pension  is 
measured  not  by  the  name  of  the  disease,  nor  by  the  place  of  its  treatment,  but  by 
the  extent  of  the  helplessness  it  produces.  Insanity  varies  in  degree,  in  character,  in 
disabling  effects,  and  its  victims  require  varying  degrees  and  kinds  of  attendance. 
(James  Caton,  6  P.  D.,  159.) 

The  first-gi^ade  rate  was  refused  in  that  case,  although  the  pensioner 
was  of  undoubted  insanitv,  and  was  actuallv  in  confinement  from 
August,  1889,  to  date  of  that  decision,  December  15,  1892,  or  at  least 
to  June  10,  1891,  when  the  evidence  last  referred  to  him. 

Nor  was  even  the  intermediate  rate  of  $50  per  month  allowed  in  the 
case  of  Eppcnetus  W.  Mcintosh  (supra),  wherein  the  pensioner  was 
held  to  be  insane  and  it  was  contended  constant  attendance  of  another 
person  was  necessary  whenever  he  went  abroad  in  order  to  prevent 
harm  should  he  become  violent,  which  he  at  times  did,  the  Depart- 
ment stating  that — 

Such  aid  and  attendance  as  this  is  net!essarily  accorded  more  by  reason  of  appre- 
hension that  it  might  t)e  required  than  by  the  fact  that  it  is  actually  needed  at  all 
times  and  under  all  circumstances;  and  in  my  judgment  it  can  not  be  held  that  aid 
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and  attendance  of  this  character  comes  within  the  purview  of  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  March  4,  1890;  neither  is  the  allowance  of  the  rate  prescribed  in  said  act  war- 
ranted merely  because  insanity  happens  to  be  one  of  the  disabilities  for  which  pen- 
sion has  been  allowed — 

citing  James  Caton  (supra);  and  holding  further  that  the  pensioner 
was  also  not  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  act  of  July  14,  1892,  as  to 
said  intermediate  rate. 

In  Thomas  L.  Hurst  (7  P.  D.,  583),  the  pensioner,  on  account  of 
insanit}',  was  an  inmate  of  an  asylum,  and  had  been  for  ten  j-ears, 
under  care  of  an  attendant  when  shaving,  bathing,  dressing,  and  out 
on  exercise;  but  the  Depailment  held  this  restraint  of  liberty  and  sur- 
veillance did  not  constitute  "  constant  aid  and  attendance  within  the 
meaning  of  the  law  defining  first  grade; "  citing  James  Caton  (supra), 
and  allowed  the  intermediate  rate  only. 

In  Lovell  Bullock  (supra)  the  Caton  and  Mcintosh  decisions  were 
cited,  and  it  was  held  that — 

neither  the  $50  rate  nor  the  $72  rate  should  \>e  allowed  for  such  cause  of  disability 
(insanity)  unless  the  degree  of  disability  due  thereto  is  shown  to  be  such  as  to 
wholly  disqualify  the  claimant  or  pensioner  for  manual  labor,  and  also  necessitate 
either  the  frequent  and  periodical  or  the  regular  personal  aid  and  attendance  of 
another  person. 

It  has  also  been  held  that  the  attendance  entitling  to  the  first-grade 
mte  must  be  '^regular  from  day  to  day,  not  simpl}'  periodic  or  at 
stated  intervals,  but  continuous  in  the  sense  that  it  must  be  at  the  com- 
mand and  service  of  the  person  *  *  *  in  performing  the  ordinary 
and  necessary  functions  of  dail}'  life"  (Edmund  O.  Beers,  supra; 
cited  in  Lovell  Bullock,  supra);  and  that  the  need  of  even  frequent  and 
periodical  aid  and  attendance  must  be  "continuing and  permanent,  and 
not  merely  exist  occasionalh'  and  at  irregular  intervals."  (Cyrus  G. 
Wheaton,  7  P.  D.,  225.) 

This  allowance  in  1891  being  so  clearh"  erroneous  on  the  face  of  the 
record  alone,  the  succeeding  administration  was  fully  warranted  in 
instituting  action  looking  to  a  readjustment  of  the  rate  in  accordance 
with  law,  and  pension  was  properly  suspended  in  July,  1893,  and 
notice  given  to  the  pensioner  through  appellant,  his  guardian. 

In  response  to  such  notice  six  affidavits  were  filed  August  24,  1893. 
Of  these,  two,  those  b}"  Drs.  McLean  and  Magelson,  were  duplicates  in 
substance,  stating  they  had  known  the  soldier  seven  and  four  years, 
respectively,  and  that  he  was  an  invalid  all  the  time,  that  he  had  rheu- 
matism in  all  large  joints  and  internal  and  external  piles,  was  phj^sically 
and  mentally  almost  a  total  wreck,  at  times  mind  was  worse,  threatened 
to  injure  family  and  destro}'  furniture,  drove  ever3^one  out  of  the 
hoase;  at  other  times  was  fairlv  rational,  and  that  he  was  insane  and 
should  be  confined  for  suitable  treatment. 

M.  A.  Burbank  stated  he  had  known  soldier  since  1851,  but  did  not 
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see  him  from  1857  to  1868,  nor  from  1870  tx)  1892;  that  he  was  then 
very  feeble,  mentally  and  physically,  complained  of  headache,  rheu- 
matic pains,  dizziness;  had  a  bad  dizzy  spell  once  when  they  were 
walking  together  and  caught  hold  of  a  tree  to  keep  from  falling;  that 
he  was  employed  b}'  soldiers  wife  when  she  was  away  as  soldier's 
attendant,  and  that  he  believes  soldier  needed  constant  care  and  medi- 
cal treatment. 

Lars  C.  Hagen  referred  only,  in  his  affidavit,  to  assaults  which  he 
said  soldier  made  upon  him  in  1891  with  a  hatchet  and  a  shotgun, 
and  that  in  the  same  year  he  saw  soldier  whip,  strike,  and  beat  his 
wife,  and  destroy  doors  and  windows;  and  that  he  knew  of  these  from 
having  rented  soldier's  farm  that  j^ear. 

Robert  White  stated  he  had  known  soldier  seven  years,  that  soldier 
is  generally  known  as  insane,  at  times  hard  to  control,  and  last  year 
she,  his  wife,  could  not  control  him,  that  he  knew  from  personal 
knowledge  of  soldier's  striking  her,  had  seen  locks  broken  and  panels 
kicked  in,  was  strange  at  times,  and  it  was  considered  unsafe  for  her 
to  live  alone  with  him,  as  he  had  threatened  to  kill  her,  at  all  times 
verj"  irritable,  often  5'elled  and  swore,  and  neighborhood  was  in  con- 
stant dread  and  fear  of  him;  and  that  he  knows  these  facts  from 
visiting  there. 

Orson  Olmstead  stated  he  had  known  soldier  for  the  past  year,  and 
was  employed  by  his  wife  in  July,  1893,  as  a  watch  over  him,  he  being 
insane,  and  that  he  from  soldier's  acts  believed  him  insane  and  in  need 
of  constant  care. 

Upon  these  aflSdavits  and  the  prior  s{)ecial  examinations  the  medical 
referee  rendered  the  opinion  complained  of  in  this  motion,  which  is 
quoted  in  full  for  the  sake  of  the  prior  historj'  of  the  soldier's  case 
which  it  contains,  as  follows: 

After  going  through  all  the  evidence  and  giving  due  weight  to  same,  and  resolving 
all  doubt  in  favor  of  the  pensioner,  the  only  conclusion  that  can  be  reached^is  that 
the  testimony  filed  in  rebuttal  does  not  warrant  any  change  of  proposed  ac^tion  of 
reducing  the  rate  from  $72  to  ten-eighteenths  for  rheumatism  and  resulting  disease  of 
heart,  and  eliminating  resulting  cerebral  softening  and  insanity. 

It  is  but  proper  to  state  further  that  evidence  in  this  case  does  not  warrant  the 
belief  that  the  soldier  is,  or  ever  has  been,  insane,  in  the  ordinary  or  technical 
meaning  of  this  term;  but,  on  the  contrary,  it  is  shown  (see  Special  Examiner 
Williams's  report)  that  when  he  is  l)eyond  the  immediate  influence  of  his  family  he 
is  considered  a  polite,  well-behaved,  and  agreeable  gentleman,  showing  no  evidence 
of  any  mental  aberration;  that  the  principal  evidence  of  his  insanity  comes  from  his 
wife  and  sons,  the  beneficiaries  of  his  pension,  and  all  the  facts  they  have  for  assert- 
ing his  insanity  are  that  he  gets  angry,  is  profane,  and  threatens  to  kill  or  otherwise 
injure  others  or  himself;  and  in  nearly  all  these  cases  provocation  is  shown  for  such 
conduct.  No  one  seems  to  fear  him,  but  looks  upon  it  as  **hi8  way."  No  one  has 
been  injure<l  by  him,  imless  the  statement  of  his  wife  may  l)e  believed  that  he  once 
hit  her  on  the  arm  with  an  ax  handle. 

The  certificates  of  examinations  fail  to  show  a  single  Tjbjective  evidence  of  insanity 
or  softening  of  the  brain,  and  it  is  not  believed  that  either  has  ever  existed.    The 
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evidence  of  rheumatism  is  fairly  good,  and  sufficient  to  warrant  a  rate  of  ten- 
eighteenths,  and  it  is  believed  that  any  payment  that  may  have  been  made  in  exees 
of  this  rate  since  October  17,  1879,  has  been  in  excess  of  what  was  justly  due  from 
the  Government.  For  full  justification  of  this  statment  the  facts  obtained  by  the 
several  special  examiners  are  a  sufficient  voucher. 

It  may  be  stated  that  he  was  legally  adjudged  insane  and  placed  in  an  insane 
asylum.  Before  giving  this  too  much  consideration  it  is  well  to  see  how  this  was 
done. 

On  page  25,  Deposition  H,  of  Special  Examiner  M.  C.  Fosnes's  report  we  find  the 
following  evidence  by  Miss  Katie  Ivenson: 

**Mrs.  Blaisdell  brought  Simon  Olson,  Mr.  Strong,  and  Dr.  Swanoe  there.  They 
came  from  Jackson.  Dr.  Swanoe  is  a  woman.  They  came  to  the  house  just  after 
midnight.  *  *  *  Dr.  Swanoe  gave  him  a  thorough  examination,  and  then  they 
went  away  again  on  the  4  o'clock  morning  train.  Dr.  Swanoe  said  he  was  insane 
and  ought  to  be  taken  to  the  asylum.    *    *    * 

"Q.  Mr.  Blaisdell  knew  they  were  coming,  I  suppose? — A.  No,  sir;  he  knew 
nothing  of  it  at  all. 

*'  Q.  When  Dr.  Swanoe  examine<l  him  did  she  take  him  into  a  room  by  himself? — 
A.  No;  she  examined  him  right  there  in  the  room. 

"  Q.  And  you  were  in  the  r(K>m  all  the  time? — A.  I  was. 

"  Q.  Just  descril:)e  the  examination  she  made  of  him. — A.  She  felt  of  his  head  and 
looked  into  his  eyes.  She  held  a  lamp  close  to  his  eyes  and  looked  into  them.  Then 
she  asked  him  about  the  x)ain  in  his  head. 

**  Q.  What  did  he  do  and  say? — A.  He  sat  still.  He  swore  at  her  some,  and  said 
they  might  declare  him  insane,  but  would  not  go  to  St.  Peter  to  the  asylum,  and  no 
man  could  take  him  there.     *    *    » 

'*  Q.  Did  he  refuse  to  go  when  Mr.  Strong  came  to  take  him  away? — A.  No;  he 
went  willingly  enough  then." 

In  the  same  re):K)rt,  page  30,  Frank  E.  Blaisdell,  a  son  of  pensioner,  and  present  at 
above-described  examination,  says  the  description  of  the  proceeding  of  the  commis- 
sion of  lunacy  is  correct. 

On  this  same  page  we  find  the  following;,  the  said  F.  £.  Blaisdell  being  the  witneae: 

'*Q.  W^hy  did  you  want  to  put  him  in  an  asylum? — A.  Well,  sir,  because  I  didn't 
consider  him  a  safe  man. 

'*  Q.  W^asn't  it  because  you  wante<l  a  record  for  use  in  this  pension  business? — A. 
That  was  one  reason.    It  had  to  be  proved  that  he  was  insane." 

The  affidavits  of  the  several  members  of  this  commission  do  not  materially  change 
the  foregoing  statement. 

The  recital  of  this  proceeding  carries  its  own  condemnation.  Comment  is  hardly 
necessary.  We  certainly  can  not  accept  it  as  showing  the  existence  of  insanity. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  case  to  show  why  such  action  should  have  been  taken  at 
dead  of  night. 

The  above  action  was  taken  in  September,  1881,  and  claimant  was  admitted  to 
insane  asylum  October  2,  1881,  and  discharged  December  7,  1881.  Subsequently, 
the  soldier  was  again  committed  to  the  insane  asylum  at  St.  Peters,  and  then  remained 
from  March  20  to  June  23,  1890,  when  he  was  discharged  on  request  of  his  wife. 

Judge  Chapman,  who  made  the  above-mentioned  commitment,  says  in  a  letter 
addressed  to  Hon.  S.  G.  Comstock,  dated  April  3,  1890,  in  reference  to  this  case: 

'*It  is  fjomhie  that  both  myself  and  the  physician  appointed  to  aid  in  the  exami- 
nation might  have  been  deceived,  especially  if  Mr.  Blaisdell  himself  chose  to  aid  in 
the  deception;  for  it  was  largely  on  his  own  testimony  he  was  committed.  I  there- 
fore suggest  that  you  suggest  to  the  i)ension  authorities  that  they  take  a  little  time  to 
investigate  and  find  out  from  the  superintendent  of  the  hospital  at  St.  Peter,  C.  K. 
Bartlett,  how  he  appears.  I  don't  want  to  be  used  to  further  any  corrupt  schemes, 
and  I  don*t  suppose  you  do." 
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Dr.  Bartlett  says,  in  letter  dated  St.  Peter,  September  27,  1890,  and  addressed  to 
the  honorable  Commissioner  of  Pensions: 

*  *  *  **  While  he  was  an  inmate  here  I  did  not  consider  him  a  sound  man, 
either  mentally  or  physically."     (This  covers  his  last  commitment.) 

He  does  not,  however,  state  the  cause  of  the  physical  or  mental  unsoundness. 

In  statement  filed  June  13,  1882,  Dr.  Bartlett  says  the  soldier  was  admitted  Octo- 
ber 2,  1881,  and  discharge<l  December  7,  1881.  Cause,  ill  health,  headache  (?). 
Form,  chronic  mania.  "Patient  is  a  man  52  years  old,  seemingly  strong,  able-bodied 
and  healthy  looking.  Habits  generally  good,  lately  addicted  to  intoxicating  liquors. 
Has  no  hereditary'  predisposition  to  insanity,  but  has  suffered  for  the  past  two  years 
fn:)m  headaches,  and  is  violent  at  times.  The  attacks  come  on  once  or  twice  a  month, 
and  Is^t  from  a  few  hours  to  three  or  four  days.  Then  expresses  a  desire  to  kill 
some  one,  and  is  destructive  of  clothing.  Is  generally  very  irritable.  Has  rheu- 
matism, nephritis,  and  is  impotent.  These  troubles  cause  him  to  brood  over  his 
condition,  making  his  paroxysms  more  violent.  Has  threatened  suicide  and  wants 
someone  with  him  all  the  time  to  prevent  his  doing  it.  Has  been  under  medical 
ti*eatment  several  years  with  no  particular  benefit." 

While  it  can  not  be  believed  that  softening  of  the  brain  or  insanity  has  existed  in 
this  case,  yet,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  admitting  that  it  does,  the  fact  remains  that 
the  evidence  in  the  case  does  not  show  that  rheumatism  has  existed  in  such  form  or 
to  such  degree  as  to  warrant  any  complication  of  brain  or  nervous  system,  and  it 
must  l>e  asserted  that  the  action  placing  him  on  the  rolls  for  such  result  was  errone- 
ous and  not  warranted.  While  there  is  no  desire  to  impugn  the  motives  of  anyone, 
or  to  criticise  the  actions  heretofore  taken,  yet  it  U  manifest  an  error  has  been  com- 
mitted, and  it  is  believed  should  be  corrected. 

The  soldier  is  imdoubtedly  an  invalid  and  greatly  disabled,  but  not  by  reason  of 
rheumatism  and  its  results,  but  by  other  and  more  potent  causes  sufiiciently  shown 
in  the  evidence  and  unnecessary  to  set  forth  here. 

The  affidavits  of  Drs.  Thomas  N.  McLean  and  M.  Magelson,  filed  August  24,  1893, 
are  in  almost  the  same  language,  as  though  they  had  the  same  inspiration;  and 
while  thev  sav  in  so  manv  words  that  soldier  is  insane  and  should  be  confined  in  an 
asylum,  they  fail  to  give  us  any  suflScient  facts  warranting  such  opinion,  nor  do  they 
show  anv  treatment  for  anv  disabilitv.     Thev  also  fail  to  show  that  the  disability 
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due  to  rheumatism  and  its  results  i.s  in  excess  of  that  covered  l)y  proposed  rate  of 
ten-eighteenths. 

The  pension  was  reduced  accordingly  in  September,  1893,  as  already 
recited  herein. 

On  November  7,  1893,  the  affidavit  of  Mary  Phelps  was  filed,  evi- 
dently with  a  view  to  reopen  the  action  of  reduction.  As  this  affidavit 
relates  only  to  the  soldier's  condition  in  1884,  when  the  affiant  savs  she 
worked  for  his  wife,  it  has  no  material  bearing  upon  the  present  con- 
sideration. Attention  may  be  called,  however,  to  the  significant  state- 
ment therein  that  the  affiant  does  not  think  the  soldier  ever  hurt 
anyone,  although  he  acted  as  if  going  to. 

In  January,  1894,  the  appellant  filed  her  own  affidavits  as  to  alleged 
false  and  malicious  statements  in  the  Pension  Office  to  the  effect  that 
soldier  was  not  insane  or  in  need  of  a  guardian  or  entitled  to  pension; 
also,  a  petition  signed  by  over  forty  residents  of  Pelican  Rapids,  Minn., 
her  home,  stating  "the  general  opinion  of  the  community  at  large" 
was  that  soldier  was  insane,  that  his  wife  was  sane,  and  a  proper  per- 
son for  guardian,  and  that  they  were  victims  of  malicious  persecution, 
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sanctioned  by  only  a  few  and  not  by  the  people  of  the  village.  Among 
these  signers  were  the  president  and  two  members  of  the  village  coun- 
cil, the  postmaster,  several  attorneys,  merchants,  etc. 

The  appellant  was  informed  February  21,  181^,  b}^  the  Commis- 
sioner that  there  was  nothing  pending  in  the  case,  and  on  March  10, 
1894,  she  appealed,  contending  that  reduction  was  the  result  of  ene- 
mies, that  soldier  had  been  unable  since  discharge  to  support  his  fam- 
il}^,  and  had  been  a  terrible  charge  on  account  of  his  incontinence  of 
bowels,  for  which  reason,  for  one,  he  had,  she  said,  been  removed 
from  the  asylum,  as  the  attendants  abused  him;  that  he  had  had  two 
paralytic  strokes,  affecting  his  bowels  and  adjacent  organs;  and  that  the 
Pension  Office  had  no  right  to  undo  the  former  finding  of  the  Depart- 
ment that  he  was  insane;  referring  to  medical  examination  of  1875 
and  certain  early  affidavits  in  the  case. 

The  decision  of  May  19,  1894,  was  rendered  accordingly-;  the  entire 
record  in  the  case,  including  the  special  examiner's  reports,  compris- 
ing 223  pages,  and  all  the  miscellaneous  papers,  comprising  probably 
500  pages,  being,  it  is  stated  therein,  examined  with  care  and  a  deci- 
sion rendered  on  the  whole  case,  holding  that  insanity  did  not  exist, 
that  if  it  existed  it  was  not  due  to  rheumatism,  and  that  reduction  to 
$10  a  month  was  proper. 

A  careful  examination  of  that  decision,  and  a  present  like  thorough 
and  particular  examination  of  every  paper  in  the  case,  fail  to  disclose 
any  material  misstatement  of  fact  in  said  decision.  It  does  not,  how- 
ever, assume  to  pass  upon  the  question  of  law  raised  in  said  appeal, 
as  in  this  motion,  as  to  the  power  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  or 
of  the  Department  to  reconsider  the  question  of  title  to  the  first  grade 
rate,  decided  August  28,  1882,  by  the  Department,  and  in  January, 
1891,  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  when  no  new  evidence  had 
been  tiled  or  facts  appeared,  the  reduction  being  based  solely  upon 
the  same  evidence  as  said  allowance  of  that  rate. 

This  was  an  oversight  which  would,  of  itself,  entitle  to  a  recon- 
sidei'ation,  as  to  that  question  at  least.  It  has  been  full}'  shown  herein, 
however,  that  the  Commissioner  and  the  Department  had  full  power 
and  were  fully  warranted  in  seeking  a  readjustment  of  the  rating;  and 
the  evidence  in  the  case  shows  be3'ond  question  that  the  soldier  was  not 
entitled  to  the  first-grade  rate  at  or  from  date  of  said  reduction,  which 
is  the  only  question  raised  in  this  motion  or  which  need  priiuarily  be 
considered.  Whether  entitled  to  more  than  SIO  a  month,  the  rate  to 
which  reduced,  is  of  secondary'  importance,  and  is  the  onlj'  question  in 
considering  which  the  (questions  of  insanity  and  of  sequence  between 
insanity  and  rheumatism  are  material,  and  is  the  only  one  in  which 
the  soldier's  condition  prior  to  July  4,  1898,  date  of  reduction,  need 
be  considered. 
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If  not,  at  that  date,  so  disabled  as  to  be  entitled  to  the  first-grade 
rate,  reduction  to  some  lower  rate  was  imperative,  and  from  that  date 
only,  unless  fraud  were  involved;  and  as  one  complaint  in  this  motion  is 
that  fraud  has  been  charged,  that  question  may  be  first  briefly  consid- 
ered, little  importance  attaching  to  it. 

While  there  are  suspicious  circumstances,  as  alread}^  alluded  to 
herein  and  as  stated  in  said  decision  of  May  19,  1894,  there  is  no  clear 
or  positive  evidence  of  fraud  such  as  is  required  to  constitute  proof 
thereof.  Fraud  must  be  shown,  not  by  a  mere  preponderance  of  testi-. 
mony,  but  by  such  as  will  satisfy  the  mind  and  conscience,  something" 
more  than  a  bare  preponderance,  but  less  than  the  exclusion  of  all  rea- 
sonable doubt.  (See  Christian  May,  8  P.  D.,  71;  Herman  G.  Pike,' 
ibid.,  314;  Sarah  M.  Decker,  11  P.  D.,  200;  Lalone  t\  United  States,' 
164  U.  S.,  255.)  ; 

As  truly  stated  in  said  decision,  the  soldier  indulged  in  inordinate' 
fits  of  anger,  making  threats  of  personal  violence,  and  at  times  strik-' 
ing  appellant,  she  says;  and  there  is  some  medical  and  lay  testimony 
to  the  eflfect  that  insanity'  did,  in  fact,  exist.  There  is  nothing  bevond 
mere  suspicion  tliat  the  soldier  may  have  connived  at  or  coHuded  in 
the  alleged  fi'aud;  and  in  view  of  his  excellent  general  reputation  as  a 
quiet,  p)eaceable,  good-natured,  well-disposed,  and  highly  respected 
man,  which  is  fully  shown  by  the  evidence,  and  of  the  fact,  more  fully 
appearing  later  herein,  that  he  was  of  weak  and  possibly  abnormal  or 
perverted  mentality,  a  physical  invalid,  and  largely  under  the  influ- 
ence of  his  more  forceful-minded  mate,  such  suspicion  can  not  justly 
be  entertained  in  considering  the  evidence. 

The  alleged  charge  of  fmud,  therefore,  is  not  sustained  by  the 
evidence. 

In  considering  the  question  of  title  to  the  first-grade  rate  at  and  since. 
date  of  reduction,  the  soldier's  mentiil  condition,  as  well  as  his  disa-. 
bilit}'  from  hemorrhoids  and  incontinence  of  bowels,  may  be  included,^ 
for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  as  neither  nor  both  will  affect  the  deci-" 
sion  of  that  question,  the  only  material  inquiry  being,  jus  shown  al)ove, 
whether  total  and  permanent  helplessness,  requiring  the  regular  per- 
sonal aid  and  attendance  of  another  person,  in  fact  existed  during  that 
period. 

The  affidavits  filed  on  notice  of  reduction,  although  not  satisfactorily, 
establishing  the  existence  of  such  helplessness,  may  be  taken  as  prima 
facie  sufficient  to  establish  it,  and  were  thev  the  onlv  evidence  to  be 
considered  upon  the  question  of  reduction,  such  action  and  the  decisiaix 
affirming  it  could  not  be  sustained,  the  erroneous  allowance  in  January,* 
1891,  of  the  first-grade  rate  not  being  considered. 

Testimony  covering  this  period,  procured  on  special  examination  in 
1896,  however,  clearly  fails  to  sustain  these  affidavits;  and  althou^lv 
this  testimony  was  not  procured  until  after  the  action  sought  herein 
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to  be  reconsidered,  and  after  the  soldier's  death,  it  may  properly  be 
now  considered,  having  been  duly  taken,  on  notice  to  appellant,  under 
her  pending  claim  for  pension  as  the  soldier's  widow.  The  fact  tliat 
there  was,  under  that  claim,  no  question  involved  as  to  the  soldier's 
title  to  the  first-srrade  rate  does  not  debar  such  testimonv  from  this 
consideration.  The  testimonv  is  admissible  herein  in  so  far  as  it  mav 
be  material  to  the  question  presented  for  present  decision. 

The  appellant  herself  then  testified  that  the  soldier  from  the'time  of 
his  return  from  the  asylum  in  Jun'>,  1890,  where  he  had  been  since 
March  of  that  j^ear,  was  in  fair  general  health,  and,  *"  except  for  his 
permanent  disabilities  and  his  spells  (monthly,  lasting  from  two  to  four 
days),  he  was  pretty  much  all  right/'  and,  except  during  these  spells, 
was '^otherwise  rational  "and  could  have  done  much  work  but  for 
piles  and  rheumatism,  and  in  fact  did  do  light  farm  work,  chores,  and 
errands,  but  was  disqujilified  mentally  for  directing  or  managing  work; 
that  in  Maj^  1895,  he  grew  worse,  and  Dr.  Peake  was  qalled;  that  he 
got  better,  and  again,  in  August,  1895,  worse,  while  hauling  milk  to 
the  creamer}'  every  day,  and  Dr.  Peake  was  agsiin  called;  that  his 
mind  then  collapsed  and  he  y>ecame  too  feeble  to  be  i*ational  always; 
remained  on  lounge  most  of  the  time,  but  was  so  in  the  habit  of  work- 
ing he  would  pick  up  his  bucket  and  attempt  the  chores,  but  got  lost 
twice  in  the  timber;  that  she  then  called  uix)n  the  county  commis- 
sioners to  take  care  of  him,  and  he  was  committed  again  to  the  asylum, 
where  he  died  about  two  weeks  later.  She  made  no  mention  whatever 
of  his  having  had  any  personal  aid  and  attendance  during  any  }X)rtion 
of  this  period  from  1890  to  1895,  except  when  last  taken  to  the  asylum; 
and  she  savs,  on  the  contrarv,  that  he  did  his  chores,  errands,  and 
drivinsf  to  the  creamerv  and  elsewhere  bv  himself. 

Dr.  Peake  testified  that  in  Mav,  1895,  he  ''found  no  abnormal  men- 
tal  condition,"  that  soldier  '*  talked  as  rational  as  anyone,''  drove  up 
town  himself  often,  could  get  around  pretty  well,  and  worked  some  in 
his  garden;  that  soldier  was  out  alone  when  he  next  called  in  July,. 
1895,  and  his  condition  then  and  in  August,  1895,  was  about  the  same 
as  in  the  May  preceding;  and  that  as  long  as  he  saw  soldier  he  did  not 
think  it  necessarv  for  him  to  so  to  the  asvlum. 

Dr.  Crandall,  a  druggist  and  formerly  a  pmcticing  physician,  knew 
soldier  from  1885,  and  had  treated  him  for  his  bowels,  rheumatism, 
kidneys,  and  nerves,  but  never  noticed,  he  says,  anything  peculiar  in  his 
mental  condition  or  in  conversation  or  manner:  that  four  or  five  vears 
before  he  saw  him  loading  hay;  that  lately  he  had  not  seen  enough  of 
him  to  know  about  his  work,  but  judged  from  his  general  physical 
condition  and  appearance  he  was  not  able  to  do  much;  that  he  had 
examined  people,  but  not  soldier,  for  insanity,  and  that  he  ''never 
was  with  him  nor  had  any  conversation  with  him  but  what  I  thought 
he  was  rational." 
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J.  A.  Faulds,  a  county  commissioner,  who  bad  known  soldier  four- 
teen years,  and  who  was  called  upon  as  such  commissioner  to  furnish 
treatment  to  soldier  in  May,  1895,  and  to  take  him  to  the  asylum  in 
August,  says  only  that  "'we  have  always  considered  he  was  a  little  off 
since  he  came  here,"  manner  peculiar,  reticent,  seemed  of  quiet  dispo- 
sition, and  he  never  saw  him  wild  or  threatening;  that  he  never  con- 
sidered him  able  to  do  much,  but  couldn't  sav  as  to  the  last  few  vears, 
as  he  had  not  been  intimate  with  him  or  seen  him  much,  and  didn't 
know  about  bis  needing  a  guardian. 

A  daughter-in-law  testifies  that  she  knew  soldier  intimately  only 
from  August,  1894;  that  he  did  chores  around  the  house  and  drove 
milk  to  the  creamerv  after  Mav,  1895. 

W.  F.  Whitmore  knew  soldier  six  vears,  but  savs  little  as  to  soldier's 
condition  prior  to  August,  1895,  shortly  before  he  w^as  taken  to  the 
asvlum.  The  soldier,  he  savs,  at  times  seemed  as  rational  as  anvone, 
but  at  times  something  seemed  the  matter,  and  soldier  asked  him  once 
to  go  with  him  to  the  post-office,  as  he  was  afraid  he  might  get  dizzy 
and  fall. 

J.  T.  King  and  Ida  King,  neighbors  for  six  3^ears,  testified  soldier 
was  as  rational  alwavs  as  anvone,  and  neither  ever  saw  anv  indication 
to  them  of  insanity  or  of  anything  wrong  with  his  mind,  and  that  he 
had,  the  last  summer,  set  out  and  tended  a  nice  garden.  Mr.  King 
says,  also,  that  he  had  worked  for  the  soldier,  and  that  the  latter  was 
able  to  work,  and  did  cut  his  own  stove  wood,  ''right  up"'  to  the  time 
he  went  to  the  asvlum. 

Caroline  S.  Markerson,  who  had  known  soldier  four  years,  and 
resided  on  the  adjoining  lot,  also  testifies  that  he  worked  his  garden 
and  cut  wood  in  the  summer  of  1895;  that  she  never  saw  or  heard  an}^- 
thing  to  make  her  think  him  insane,  and  that  she  couldn't  say  whether 
his  wife  could  care  for  him  herself,  and  she  ''would  like  to  drop  that 
subject." 

Zilpha  A.  EUithorpe  testified  she  knew  soldier  from  December, 
1894,  and  he  wasn't  just  right,  but  she  did  not  know  what  the  matter 
was;  that  he  complained  of  his  head  and  eyes,  and  a  few  days  before 
going  to  the  asylum  came  to  her  house  (a  quarter  of  a  mile  front  his) 
and  asked  the  way  home;  and  that  she  never  saw  him  do  anything  out 
of  the  wav. 

Nels  L.  Olsen  testified  he  was  in  charge  of  the  creamer}-  mentioned; 
that  soldier  brought  milk  there  for  a  month  or  more,  the  last  trip 
shown  on  the  books  being  July  25,  1S95;  that  soldier  himself  drove 
and  helped  unload,  and  talked  intelligently  about  the  creamery  busi- 
ness; that  he  never  noticed  anything  to  induce  him  to  believe  soldier 
insane,  and,  as  far  as  he  could  tell,  not  doing  any  business  or  being 
intimate  with  him,  he  was  able  to  transact  business. 

On  June  4,  1897,  affidavits  ov  Drs.  W.  T.  Duncan  and  A.  B.  Cole 
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were  filed,  each  in  his  own  handwriting,  the  former  stating  he  had 
known  soldier  for  seven  3'eai's  before  his  death,  and  had  occafiionally 
prescribed  for  rheumatism  and  neuralgia  of  head,  ''which  finally 
resulted  in  permanent  central  trouble  causing  insanity;"  that  he  exam- 
ined him  on  his  commitment  to  the  asylum;  he  was  then  suffering 
from  melancholia;  became  chronic  and  incurable;  is  positive  disabili- 
ties culminated  in  deaths  and  were  not  produced,  prolonged,  nor 
aggravated  by  vicious  habits. 

The  latter  stated  he  had  frequently  during  twelve  years  prescribed  for 
soldier;  that  he  was  suffering  from  rheumatism  and  neuralgia  of  the 
head  and  chronic  melancholia;  that  he  saw  him  in  the  asylum  just 
before  his  death,  and  is  of  opinion  he  died  from  aliove  causes;  no  pre- 
scription record;  saw  him  at  irregular  intervals;  considered  him  incur- 
able. 

Neither  this  appellant,  as  already  stated,  nor  any  of  the  other  wit- 
nesses made  any  mention  in  their  testimony  of  tlie  soldier  having  or 
needing,  at  any  time  during  the  period  from  1890  to  1895,  the  pei*sonal 
aid  and  attendance  of  another,  either  regularly  or  frequently  and  peri- 
odically or  at  all  for  an}"  purpose.  Had  he,  in  fact,  had  any  such  aid 
and  attendance,  or  had  his  condition  been  such  as  to  require  it  or  luake 
it  advisable,  the  appellant  or  some  one,  at  least,  of  these  witnesses 
would  unquestionably  have  referred  to  it.  Their  unanimous  silence 
is  more  than  significant— it  is  charged  with  positive  force  as  evidence, 
and  as  satisfactory  proof,  that  no  such  aid  and  attendance  was,  in  fact, 
had  or  was  probably  needed;  and  when  the  past  history  of  the  case,  as 
shown  in  the  prior  evidence  (which  will  hereinafter  be  set  forth)  is 
considered,  this  conclusion  is  found  to  be  fuUv  warranted. 

The  soldier  is  shown  to  have  been,  at  date  of  reduction,  neither 
totally  and  permanently  helpless  nor  in  need  of  either  regular  or  fre- 
quent and  periodical  personal  aid  and  attendance,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  laws  granting  the  fii'st-gi'ade  mte,  as  construed  by  the 
Department  in  the  many  decisions  cited,  even  considering  all  his 
alleged  disabilities.  He  was  clearly  and  unquestionably  not  entitled 
to  that  rate  at  that  time.  Upon  this  point  there  can  be  no  doubt 
whatever,  certainly  none  if  the  alleged  insanity,  cerebral  softening, 
hemorrhoids,  and  incontinence  of  bowels  be  eliminated  from  the  con- 
sidemtion,  as  thev  must  eventuallv  be  herein. 

In  the  face  of  the  clear  and  unambiguous  provisions  of  the  law  as 
to  title  to  that  rate  and  of  the  repeated  holdings  of  the  Department  as 
to  the  scope  and  purview  of  such  provisions,  that  rate  could  not  in 
any  event  be  now  allowed.  As  stated,  there  is  no  vested  right  in  a 
pension  and  there  can  be  none,  certainly,  in  illegal  and  unlawful  and 
erroneous  pension.  The  Commissioner  was  bound  and  the  Depart- 
ment is  bound  by  express  law  "to  increase  or  reduce  the  pension 
according  to  right  and  justice/' and  this  mandate  may  not  be  disobeyed 
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by  either;  nor  may  the  provisions  of  the  grant  of  pension  that  the 
disabilities  must  have  originated  in  line  of  duty  in  service,  and  that 
they  must  render  the  soldier  totally  and  permanently  helpless,  and 
necessitate  the  regular  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person.  The 
Department  can  only  execute  the  laws  as  it  finds  them. 

Reduction  herein  was  therefore  imperative,  and  the  only  remaining 
question  is  whether  any  higher  rate  than  $10  per  month,  to  which 
reduced,  should  have  been  allowed,  "according  to  right  and  justice," 
and  upon  this  inquiiy  the  questions  as  to  the  soldier's  insanity  as  a 
fact  and  as  a  sequence  of  the  cause  on  account  of  which  he  was  pen- 
sioned require  determination. 

This  necessitates  a  history  of  the  claim  from  its  inception. 

The  soldier  and  appellant  were  married  in  1855,  she  being  but  13 
and  he  28  years  of  age.  Children  were  born  in  1857,  1859,  and  1866. 
Up  to  his  enlistment  they  lived  on  a  farm  in  Minnesota.  She  went 
with  him  to  Fort  Snelling  when  he  enlisted  there  in  January,  1862, 
and  she  remained  there,  nursing,  for  a  few  months  after  he  went  to 
the  field,  then  returning  to  their  farm,  which  she  appears  to  have 
operated  until  his  return  after  final  discharge. 

She  did  not  see  him,  she  says,  after  he  left  her  at  Fort  Sr\elling  until 
his  veteran  furlough,  February,  18(M,  when  he  remained  home  a  month; 
and  saw  him  then  no  more  until  his  discharge,  September  9, 1865,  when 
they  resumed  their  farm  life  together. 

He  then  had  considerable  money,  she  says,  on  account  of  his  service, 
and  as  he  was  sickly  and  in  bed  for  two  3"ears  or  more,  he  did  no  work 
until  his  money  was  used  up,  she  continuing  to  manage  the  farm. 

On  June  23  he  executed  and  on  September  26,  1S68,  filed  his  decla- 
ration claiming  pension  on  account  of  rheumatism,  and  an  affidavit  by 
the  regimental  surgeon  as  to  origin.  Certificate  of  medical  examina- 
tion, unofficial,  by  Dr.  Everhard,  the  pension  examining  surgeon,  on 
September  11,  18r)8,  showing  no  disability  whatever,  the  claim  was 
rejected  in  Deceml)er,  1868,  accordingly;  and  nothing  further  with 
reference  to  said  claim  appears  until  January,  1873,  when  this  appel- 
lant wrote  a  letter,  signed  also  b}^  th(».  soldier,  to  the  Commissioner  of 
Pensions,  setting  forth  that  she  had  supported  the  family  ever  since 
the  war;  that  the  claim  was  rejected  because  of  personal  enmity 
between  their  family  ph^'sician  then  and  said  examining  surgeon,  who 
had  stated,  she  siiys,  that  the  former's  patients  should  not  get  pension; 
that  soldier  was  discouraged  and  had  given  up  the  claim,  but  said  she 
could  complete  it,  if  she  wanted  to;  and  as  their  physician  the  past 
summer.  Dr.  Force,  and  others  thought  him  entitled,  as  they  were  so 
much  in  need,  he  not  to  be  depended  upon  for  a  dollar,  and  it  being 
very  hard  for  her  to  support  the  family,  she  wrote  this  letter. 

The  Commissioner  re.sjx)nded  to  this  letter  that  medical  evidence 
would  be  required  to  reopen  the  claim,  and  on  May  7,  1873,  affidavits 
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by  four  physicians  were  filed  accordingly;  and  on  July  2,  1873,  the 
soldier  was  medically  examined  b}'  one  of  these,  Dr.  Brownell,  who 
was  the  official  pensioning  examining  surgeon,  and  seven-eighteenths 
rating  was  recommended.  On  the  same  date  she  wrote  a  letter  saying 
the  grasshoppers  had  taken  everything  on  their  farm,  and  they  were 
in  great  need;  and  frequent  letters  on  the  same  subject  of  their  great 
destitution  from  gi'asshoppers,  frontier  trials,  and  soldier's  invalidism 
and  inability  to  assist  in  support,  were  written  by  herself  and  others 
thereafter;  and  in  December,  1874,  she  referred  first  to  a  mortgage 
maturing  and  adding  to  their  financial  distress. 

The  claim  not  being  completed  in  five  years  from  date  of  filing,  it 
became  barred  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1873,  except  on  record  evi- 
dence of  incurrence,  affidavits  as  to  which  were  filed  accordinsflv  in 
April  and  December,  1874,  upon  which  a  record  was  made  l)}^  the  War 
Department,  and  that  Department  reported  Februarj'^  2,  1875,  that  the 
records  showed  clainiant  at  muster-out  was  suffering  from  sciatica  con- 
tmcted  about  December  15, 1864,  from  exposure  incident  to  the  service. 

Soldier  was  thereupon  ordered  for  examination  before  Dr.  Barber, 
to  whom  his  wife  objected,  however,  as  a  personal  enemy  and  as  a  non- 
resident of  their  county,  which  contained,  she  said,  two  official  sur- 
geons, and  to  one  of  these,  Dr.  Force,  therefore,  the  order  was 
changed,  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  saying  he  knew  her  well  '*and 
there  is  justice  in  what  she  claims." 

On  this  examination  §12  per  month,  or  two-thirds  third  grade,  was 
recommended;  and  on  April  22, 1875,  the  claim  was  allowed  on  account 
of  '^chronic  rheumatism''  at  §2  per  month  from  discharge,  $6  per 
month  from  July  2,  1873,  and  ^10  per  month  from  March  3, 1875,  date 
of  last  examination. 

Nothing  further  appears  in  the  case  for  nearly  four  years.     The  sol- 
dier then  in  February,  1S70,  filed  an  affidavit  asking  arrears  under  the 
act  of  Januarv  25,  1871),  but  was  informed  there  was  no  title  to  arrears « 
and  that  ratings  and  commencement  were  proper,  but  that  he  might 
claim  increase,  a  declaration  for  which  was  forwarded  in  July,  1879. 

From  a  letter  by  his  wife  to  the  Attorney-General  on  August  2, 
1879,  it  appears  she  claimed,  for  the  first  time,  that  soldier's  mind  was 
affected,  that  he  was  '*  invalid  both  mind  and  ])ody  since  the  war," 
*'and  now  ph^'sicians  say  it  is  running  into  softening  of  the  brain;" 
also,  that  his  ratings  were  unjust  and  she  did  not  know  before  that  the 
rate  could  }>e  raised  or  would  have  had  it  done  long  ago;  that  she  has 
to  support  the  whole  familv;  and  that  the  farm  is  advertised  for  fore- 
closure, and  arrears  would  discharge  the  mortgage. 

She  also  wrote  a  few  davs  later  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions 
forwarding  said  declaration  for  increase,  executed  by  the  soldier, 
alleging  rhematism,  sciatic  neuralgia,  and  general  loss  of  mental 
power;  she  asking  in  this  letter  that,  on  account  of  a  personal  diffi- 
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culty  with  Dr.  Barber,  the  soldier  be  examined  by  Dr.  Force,  their 
family  physician  for  seven  years,  who,  she  said,  had  seen  soldier  in 
some  of  his  worst  spells,  and  stating  that  physicians  had  been  unjust, 
that  the  diseases  claimed  were  ''deep  for  good  physicians,"  and  that 
the  ratings  were  unjust  and  due  to  physicians'  spite. 

Dr.  Force,  however,  asked  that,  as  he  had  made  the  original  exami- 
nation on  which  the  rate  of  $10  was  based,  another  surgeon  examine 
for  increase,  and  Dr.  Neal  then  examined  the  soldier  under  this  claim 
October  17,  1879,  and  certified  to  a  permanent  disability  from  sciatic 
rheumatism  and  piles,  with  poor  general  condition,  brick  dust  in  urine, 
and  frequent  urination,  and  '*  possibly  fatty  degeneration  of  internal 
organs,"  accompanying  his  certificate,  in  which  he  made  no  reference 
to  any  mental  trouble,  with  a  letter,  the  contents  of  which  he  con- 
sidered to  be  out  of  place  in  such  certificate.  In  this  letter  he  stated 
the  soldier  claimed  also  almost  total  impotency  since  contracting  disa- 
bility; which  statement  the  surgeon  believed  from  appearance  of 
organs;  soldier  was  a  wreck  mentally  and  physically;  was  then  con- 
fined to  his  room  by  sciatica,  and  was  in  great  poverty. 

The  claimant's  wife  also  wrote  a  letter  as  to  Dr.  Neal's  thorough 
examination,  and  that  she  concluded  from  his  questions  he  was  a  phy- 
sician who  knew  something;  and  several  affidavits  were  then  filed  as 
to  the  soldier's  mental  and  physical  condition  and  also  some  evidence 
in  proof  of  the  alleged  enmit}^  between  the  original  examining  surgeon 
in  1868  and  the  family  physician  at  that  time. 

On  December  31,  1S79,  the  pending  increase  claim  was  approved 
for  allowance  at  $18  per  month,  third  grade,  from  October  17,  1879, 
for  '*  chronic  rheumatism  and  sequelte;"  but  evidence  being  filed 
within  a  few  days  as  to  the  soldier's  inability  for  labor,  the  claim 
was  reapprovQd  March  5,  1880,  for  allowance  at  $24  for  "chronic 
rheumatism." 

The  wife  wrote  several  letters  also  in  January,  1880,  asking 
increased  rate  from  discharge  on  ground  that  his  condition  then  was 
the  same  as  now,  that  she  had  supported  him,  and  that  she  should  have 
her  pay,  as  a  wife  was  not  supposed,  she  said,  to  support  the  Govern- 
ment's soldiers.  Some  evidence  evidently  in  support  of  the  request 
in  these  letters  was  filed,  but  no  action  on  such  request  appears  to 
have  been  taken. 

On  August  7,  1880,  a  new  increase  claim,  executed  by  the  soldier, 
was  filed,  alleging  softening  of  the  brain  as  result  of  sciatic  rheuma- 
tism and  kidney  trouble  "for  which  pensioned;"  and  her  letter  asked 
examination  before  Dr.  Barber,  soldier  being  unable,  she  said,  to  go 
200  miles  to  St.  Paul;  and  in  support  of  this  claim  was  filed  a  pre- 
pared afiSdavit  by  Dr.  Force,  which  will  be  particularly  noticed  later, 
as  he  subsequently  repudiated  its  statementi^. 

Bills  appear  then  to  have  been  introduced  in  Congress  to  rerate  the 
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soldier's  pension  at  $24  per  month  from  June  4, 1872,  the  House  com- 
mittee reporting  favorably  thereon,  but  the  Senate  committee  unfavor- 
ably. In  a  letter  bj^  soldier's  wife  also  she  asked  rerating  at  $24  per 
month  from  June  30,  1872,  because  of  the  alleged  unfair  first  exami- 
nation in  1868. 

On  April  14,  1881,  soldier  was  examined  by  Dr.  Barber,  who 
appears  to  have  diagnosed  incipient  softening  of  the  brain,  which, 
together  with  impotency  and  loss  of  memory,  he  ascribed  in  a  letter 
accompanying  his  ceilificate  ''as  much  [to]  intemperate  sexual  con- 
gress as  [to]  the  rheumatism,"  judging  only  by  the  soldier's  general 
appearance  as  to  the  intemperance  referred  to,  he  stated  subsequently. 

In  her  letter  of  May,  1881,  she  said  the  soldier  must  be  sent  to  the 
asylum  as  soon  as  increase  of  pension  was  secured.  On  May  11, 1881, 
however,  the  increase  claim  of  August  7,  1880,  was  rejected,  regular 
aid  and  attendance  being  held  not  to  be  required. 

Dr.  Gotthelf  s  affidavit  as  to  softening  of  the  brain  was  then  filed; 
later  a  letter  bj'  him  and  one  bj^  a  neighbor;  also  one  by  claimant's 
son  as  to  Dr.  Force  writing  a  letter  contradicting  his  affidavit — the 
doctor  being  jealous  and  an  enem}^  the  son  said;  and,  finally,  in  Jan- 
uary, 1882,  another  affidavit  by  Dr.  Gotthelf.  And  on  September  28, 
1881,  on  petition  of  his  wife,  and  the  finding  of  a  jury  of  two — one  a 
woman  ph\'sician — besides  the  probate  judge  of  Jackson  County, 
Minn.,  the  soldier  was  adjudged  insane  and  was  committed  to  the  State 
asylum  or  hospital  at  St.  Peters  on  October  2, 1881,  but  did  not  become 
an  inmate  thereof  even  for  a  night,  it  being  alleged  that  on  arrival 
there  the  hospital  was  found  to  be  overcrowded,  and  as  the  soldier 
himself  objected  to  staying  there,  and  wanted  to  go  east  to  his  friends, 
and  as  he  had  a  pension  and  his  wife  a  Government  position  in  Massa- 
chusetts, by  arrangement  with  the  superintendent  of  the  hospital,  he 
was  allowed  to  go,  and  he  came  east  with  his  wife  and  youngest  son. 

Evidence  as  to  said  insanity  proceeding  and  affidavits  by  claimant's 
two  sons  and  the  hired  girl  in  the  family  were  filed  in  January,  1882; 
and  on  January  22,  1882,  the  claim  of  August  7, 1880,  was  reapproved 
for  "cerebral  softening  and  insanity  sequential  to  rheumatism."  There 
being  doubt,  however,  as  to  the  fact  of  insanity,  the  claim  was  submit- 
ted January  25,  1882,  for  exhaustive  special  examination  as  to  origin 
and  merits,  and  soldier's  wife  })eing  then  in  Washington,  where  she  had 
gone  to  look  after  the  claim,  her  testimony  was  there  taken  the  follow- 
ing day  by  the  special  examiner,  who  then  proceeded — she  going  with 
him — to  the  soldier's  residence  in  Vineland,  N.  J.,  for  continuance  of 
the  special  examination. 

After  a  medical  examination  of  the  soldier  in  Philadelphia,  on  Feb- 
ruary 1,  1882,  when  no  sj^mptoms  of  insanity  were  found,  the  taking 
of  testimony  was  resumed  at  Vineland,  and  the  soldier,  his  brother, 
the  widow  of  a  deceased  brother,  and  an  acquaintance  before  enlist- 
ment testified. 
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The  special  examiner  reported  that  he  himself  observed  nothing  in 
word  or  act  of  soldier  to  indicate  insanity,  and  that  the  latter  would 
have  had  no  trouble  in  testifying,  except  as  to  dates,  but  for  the 
"  incessant,  persistent,  leading,  and  tireless  interruptions  of  his  wife, 
which  she  carried  to  such  an  extent  that  the  pensioner  himself  was 
driven  to  anger,  and  remonstrated  as  intelligently  and  justh'  as  did 
ever  a  Caudle  of  imaginary  renown; "  that  he  withholds  from  his  report 
her  "  shocking  blasphemy,  uttered  in  prayer,"  and  passes  her  "count- 
less improprieties  of  putting  favoi-able  words  into  the  mouths  of  wit- 
nesses against  the  repeated  remonstrances  of  the  witnesses  themselves 
and  the  examiner's  protestations;"  and  that  by  threats  and  entreaties 
she  attempted  to  have  the  testimony  of  the  acquaintance  mentioned 
withheld  from  the  tiles. 

The  papers  were  then  sent,  for  continuance  of  the  examination,  to 
Special  Examiner  Fosncs  in  Minnesota,  to  whom  this  appellant  wrote 
several  letters,  urging  haste  on  the  ground  that  the  time  of  redemp- 
tion of  the  mortgage  foreclosed  upon  their  farm  was  about  to  expire. 
She  wrote  also  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  indignantl}'  com- 
plaining that  Special  Examiner  Carr  had  unwarrantedl}^  subjected  her 
to  examination  as  to  her  "bedroom  life,"  and  that  the  examination 
was  the  result  of  malice,  particularly  of  Dr.  Force.  And  in  June, 
1882,  she  filed  a  number  of  affidavits,  her  own  among  them,  as  to  the 
soldier's  insanity;  also  a  certified  copy  of  the  asylum  record. 

Special  Examiner  Fosnes  then  took  a  large  amount  of  testimony, 
but  his  comments  thereon  and  on  the  case  are  not  known,  as  his  report 
is  not  in  the  files,  having  been  detached  by  the  chief  of  the  division 
and  placed  in  the  "examiner's  files,"  because  of  its  manj' personal 
reflections  upon  this  appellant's  character,  and  many  parts  of  the  testi- 
mon}'  being  marked  by  him  or  })y  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  as 
stricken  from  the  record,  because  questions  leading,  or  not  in  proper 
fonii,  or  irrelevant,  or  indecent  answers  given. 

The  soldier's  son,  Frank,  wrote  a  letter  complaining  he  had  been 
denied  the  privilege  of  being  present  at  the  examination  of  Dr.  Force; 
that  his  mother  was  absent,  and  that  she  had  requested  him  accordingly 
to  attend  and  cross-examine  witnesses. 

There  were  then  filed  letters  of  guardianship  issued  June  12,  1882, 
by  the  probate  court  of  Jackson  Count}-,  Minn.,  to  this  appellant, 
giving  her  charge  of  the  person  and  estate  of  soldier,  insane,  "  resid- 
ing in  Berkshire  Countj',  State  of  Massachusetts." 

Approval  of  rejection  was  then,  July  31,  1882,  made,  "the  testi- 
mony not  showing  that  he  is  so  permanently  disabled  as  to  require  the 
regular  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person  ))y  reason  of  the 
disability  for  which  pensioned." 

On  appeal  August  5,  1882,  containing  only  a  general  assignment  of 
error,  the  decision  of  August  28,  1882,  was  rendered,  as  hereinbefore 
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recited,  allowing  the  first-grade  rate  from  date  of  eommitment  to  the 
asylum,  September  28,  1881. 

There  is  on  file,  date  of  filing  or  of  letter  not  given,  a  letter  from  the 
attorney  who  prosecuted  the  appeal,  notifying  her,  by  authority  of  the 
Secretary,  he  sa^'s  therein,  that  said  rate  had  been  allowed  from  first 
treatment  by  Dr.  Leonard  in  the  fall  of  1876;  and  afiSidavits  executed 
August  8,  1883,  were  filed,  date  not  given,  as  to  soldier's  insanity  in 
1876  and  1877,  but  no  action  as  to  these  or  as  to  antedating  the  first- 
grade  rate  appears  to  have  been  taken,  nor  any  furthei*  action  in  the 
case  until  October,  1888,  when  the  claim  was  again  submitted  for 
special  examination,  limited  to  the  period  since  1882,  upon  a  letter 
from  Special  Examiner  Bossidy,  which  is  not  found  in  the  files,  to  the 
eflfect  that  the  soldier  was  not  insane;  and  in  July,  1889,  Special  Exam- 
iner Williams  began  the  third  examination  in  Minnesota. 

On  July  26,  1889,  the  appellant  wrote  said  Examiner  Williams, 
"ordering"  him  to  read  to  her  son,  Frank,  all  the  testimony  taken  in 
the  case  before  taking  his;  which  order,  however,  the  examiner  did 
not  obev. 

Said  examiner  states  in  his  report  that  he  was  not  permitted  to  see 
the  soldier  except  once,  for  a  moment  only,  and  that  he  seemed  sane; 
that  he  felt  he  "ought  to  apologize  for  the  irrelevant,  incoherent, 
insulting,  and  disgusting  trash  which  comprises  four-fifths  of  her  (this 
appellant's)  affidavits;  *  *  *  her  testimony  is  in  polished  and 
polite  language  compared  with  what  I  had  to  listen  to  from  her; "  that 
the  story  of  soldier's  impotency  "and  like  stuff"  she  has  related  to 
amuse  men  alx)ut  town,  "in  language  that  can  not  be  copied;"  that 
"it  is  impossible  to  describe  the  passions  of  vituperation,  profanity, 
and  indecency  into  which  she  frequently  worked  herself  for  my  bene- 
fit and  before  witnesses;"  that  it  was  impossible  to  prevent  her  inter- 
ruptions, abuse,  or  suggestions  to  witnesses,  and  that  she  became  so 
abusive  of  him  ana  the  witness  on  his  cross-examination  of  her  son 
Ernest's  wife  that  this  son  admonished  her  she  was  only  hurting  her 
case. 

The  medical  referee  then  directed  a  thorough  medical  examination 
as  to  insanity  and  disability,  and  on  October  30,  1889,  such  examina- 
tion was  made  at  Minneapolis,  the  appellant  having  requested  that 
board,  the  president  of  which.  Dr.  Kimball,  was  the  soldier's  family 
physician  in  1877,  and  had  executed  one  of  the  affidavits  mentioned  as 
executed  August  8,  1883. 

This  board  stated  they  did  not  detect  insanity;  that  there  was  no 
evidence  of  cerebral  softening,  and  that  the  appellant's  statement  was 
the  only  evidence  that  soldier  required  constant  attendance.  They 
recommended  six-eighteenths  for  rheumatism  only,  also  ratings  for 
piles  and  deafness. 
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Approval  for  dropping  as  to  cerebral  softening  and  insanity  and 
reduction  to  $6  was  made  in  January,  1890,  and  in  February,  1890, 
suspension  was  ordered,  and  notice  to  the  appellant  given,  pui*suant 
to  which  a  number  of  affidavits  were  filed;  also  certified  copies  of  the 
report  of  a  jury  on  lunacy  appointed  by  the  probate  court  of  Otter 
Tail  County,  Minn.,  finding  on  March  12,  1890,  that  the  soldier  was 
insane.  Letters  from  the  judge  of  said  court,  C  E.  Chapman,  to  the 
Commissioner  relative  to  said  lunacy  proceedings  were  also  received. 

The  medical  referee  again  directed  an  exhaustive  medical  examina- 
tion,  which  was  made  April  :^8, 1890,  by  the  Iward  at  Mankato,  Minn. 

This  board  certified  to  their  conclusion  that  soldier  was  of  a  weak 
and  infirm  mind,  not  capable  of  caring  for  himself,  and  partially 
dependent  on  others  for  that  attention  and  judgment  which  is  neces- 
sary for  his  comfort  and  .necessities;  rating,  for  rheumatism,  ten- 
eighteenths;  for  mental  infirmity,  second  grade. 

Approval  was  made  May  20,  1890,  for  ''continuance  for  rheuma- 
tism and  resulting  cerebral  softening  and  insanity — remove  suspen- 
sion—act March  4,  1890. '' 

On  June  23,  1890,  appeal  was  filed  by  appellant,  asking  ^72  per 
month  under  the  act  of  March  4,  1890,  and  at  least  nineteen  3'ears' 
arrears  for  insanity,  and  complaining  her  pension  trouble  was  due  to 
political  jealousy  and  envy. 

On  December  10,  1890,  medical  approval  was  made  for  dropping 
as  to  cerebral  softening  and  insanity,  and  reduction  to  ^10,  but  in  a 
lengthy  opinion  by  the  medical  referee  on  January  (>,  1891,  that  offi- 
cer held  soldier  was  insane  ''in  no  sense,'' and  recommended  reduction 
to  $30.  Upon  this  opinion,  however,  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions, 
on  January  10,  1891,  made  the  indorsement  above  quoted,  allowing 
the  !|72  rate  from  March  4,  1890,  and  the  pending  appeal  was  dis- 
missed accordingly  February  14,  1891,  as  already  stated. 

On  February  10,  1892,  the  appellant  wrote  a  letter  repeating  that 
arrears  from  1876,  on  account  of  insanity,  should  be  allowed  at  the  fi  c  st- 
grade  rate,  and  saying  the  Secretary,  in  1882,  had,  at  first,  allowed 
this,  but  had  been  dissuaded  from  allowing  it  by  the  Commissioner  of 
Pensions.     No  reply  to  this  appears. 

The  next  proceedings  were  the  reduction  of  July  4,  1893,  alread}' 
narrated.  In  a  resume  of  the  case  by  attorney  J.  H.  Dewees,  evidently 
filed,  no  date  being  given,  during  these  proceedings,  $50  per  month 
from  March  3,  1875,  under  the  act  of  June  18, 1874,  and  $72  per  month 
from  date  of  suspension  were  claimed. 

It  appears  from  the  history  of  this  case  that  the  appellant  was  the 
originator  of  the  claim  as  to  insanity,  and  has  been  the  moving  spirit 
throughout  its  prosecution.  She  has,  in  fact,  spoken  of  it  as  her  claim, 
and  the  pension  as  her  pension,  granted  her  in  remuneration  for  her 
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services  iu  caring  for  an  insane  soldier.  The  pension  was,  however, 
throughout,  the  soldier's  and  she  had  no  pensionable  status  whatever 
during  his  life.     (Mary  J.  Fisk,  11  P.  D.,  162.) 

Her  original  allegation,  1879,  that  he  had  been  invalid  in  mind  since 
the  war  is  not  supported  .l)}'  the  testimon}^  filed  under  the  original 
claim  up  to  1879.  If  his  mind  had  been  affected  during  those  fourteen 
years  since  discharge,  and  while  she  was  so  vigorous!}'  pushing  his 
claim,  it  seems  somewhat  singular  mention  of  it  was  not  sooner  made 
and  claim  on  account  of  it  filed,  especially  since  she  says  she  became 
so  afraid  of  him  in  1871,  because  of  his  mental  trouble,  that  she  then 
ceased  rooming  with  him.  Dr.  Brownell  stated,  unofficially,  in  1873, 
that  when  he  treated  soldier  in  June,. 1871,  there  was  found  only  *'  a 
general  depraved  condition  of  the  neiTous  system,  more  particularly 
confined  to  the  cerebellum  and  nerves  of  animal  life,''  which  does  not 
indicate  any  mental  trouble  then  existed,  but  onl}'  a  physical.  And 
Drs.  Culver,  Willson,  and  Force,  whose  testimony  as  to  treatment  in 
1868,  1869,  and  1872,  respectively,  for  sciatica,  was  also  then  filed, 
likewise  made  no  mention  of  anv  mental  trouble  or  of  anv  other  nerve 
trouble  than  sciatica.  Dr.  Brownell  also,  in  his  official  certificate  of 
that  year  (1873),  made  no  mention  of  any  trouble  of  the  mind,  but 
referred  only  to  a  depression  of  the  vital  powers  and  to  physical  ail- 
ments, such  as  pain  in  muscles  and  sciatic  nerve,  malaria,  rheumatisui, 
impotence,  and  albuminuria,  the  increase  of  which  troubles  he  said  had 
undoubtedly^  been  aided  by  a  not  ver}'  careful  life.  Dr.  Case,  who  had 
known  the  soldier  for  sixteen  years,  and  had  prescribed  for  him  since 
1867,  in  1874  also  made  no  mention  of  any  mental  trouble;  nor  did  Dr. 
Morehouse,  family  phvsician  from  1859  to  1862,  and  who  had  treated 
soldier  also  in  1866,  and  had  seen  him  frequently,  he  said,  since;  nor 
did  an}^  of  three  nonprofessional  witnesses  whose  affidavits  were  also 
then  filed. 

Dr.  Force,  in  1875,  however,  stated  in  his  official  certificate  that  the 
soldier's  mind  had  ''of  late  not  been  as  active  as  of  old/'  he  having 
known  soldier  three  years.  And  he  stated  then,  and  in  1877,  when  he 
next  officiall}'  examined  soldier,  that  there  wa«  considenvble  constitu- 
tional disturbance  from  loss  of  sleep  and  pain,  and  in  1877  he  stated 
also  that  this  disturbance  "  unquestionabh^  affects  his  mind  to  a  con- 
siderable degree." 

And  in  August,  1879,  Dr.  Leonard,  regimental  surgeon  of  soldierV 
regiment,  filed  an  affidavit  as  to  treatment  from  November,  1876,  to 
April,  1877,  and  that  soldier  then  had  ''prominent symptoms  of  soft- 
ening of  the  bmin,  being  at  times  entirely  incapacitated  in  mind  to  be 
irresponsible  in  his  actions,  especially  in  business  matters;''  and  in  an 
unverified  statement  filed  a  month  later  he  stated,  ''  1  think  he  is  now 
suffering  with,  as  a  complication  of  his  old  ailment,  softening  of  the 
brain." 
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There  was  evidently  both  medical  and  official  warrant  for  the  appel- 
lant's allegations  in  1879  of  a  mental  trouble,  and  if  it  was,  as  she  said 
then,  of  a  slowly  developing  nature,  the  failure  sooner  to  allege  it,  or 
of  witnesses  to  mention  it,  is  partially  accounted  for.  And  the  claim 
was  then  supported  also  by  the  statement  of  Dr.  Neal,  in  October, 
1879,  in  his  letter  accompan3'ing  his  official  certificate,  that  the  soldier's 
mental  condition  was  very  poor,  expression  listless  and  apathetic, 
memory'  markedly  deficient,  childish,  irritable,  despondent,  ''a  wreck 
mentally  and  physicalh%"  and  incompetent  for  business. 

L.  B.  Bennett,  who  then  executed  a  joint  affidavit  with  H.  D.  Hum- 
iston  and  Charles  Chase,  as  to  soldier's  total  inabilitv  to  labor,  that  he 
was  not  to  be  trusted  mentalh%  being  not  in  his  right  mind,  and  that 
a  nurse  was  required  constantly,  testified  on  special  examination  in 
1882  that  he  had  known  soldier  since  1874,  both  members  of  the 
G.  A.  R.  post,  and  that  soldier  had  been  before  him  as  justice  of  the 
peace  a  number  of  times;  that  his  attention  was  first  called  to  soldier's 
mind  three  or  for  years  before,  when  he  was  a  witness,  by  his  rambling 
testimony,  observed  the  same  thing  later,  ''a  little  off,"  not  fit  to  trans- 
act business  requiring  calculation;  never  saw  anything  to  indicate  he 
required  attendant;  not  at  all  dangerous  to  himself  or  others,  but 
physical  condition  such  he  might  need  assistance  any  moment;  able 
only  to  do  light  chores  and  look  after  things. 

H.  D.  Ilumiston  then  testified  that  there  was  nothing  particular  in 
soldier's  talk  or  conduct,  but  he  suffered  great  pain  at  times  and  hardlj' 
seemed  to  know  what  he  was  about;  had  at  times  a  strange  look  about 
the  eyes,  and  he  considered  his  mind  so  affected  as  to  disqualify  him 
for  business;  that  he  thought  his  mind  unsteady  from  his  general 
appearance;  that  heat  first  seemed  to  run  the  outdoor  farm  work,  but 
later  gave  that  up,  and  wife  attended  to  all  business. 

Charles  Chase  was  not  interviewed  on  special  examination. 

Aiken  Miller  joined,  in  Februarj^,  1880,  with  H.  D.  Humiston  in  an 
affidavit  similar  to  the  latter's  first  affidavit;  and  also  testified  later 
before  the  special  examiner  that  he  had  known  soldier  since  two  }■  ears 
after  the  war,  and  was  as  old  an  acquaintance  as  they  had  there;  that 
they  had  come  to  him  on  business,  and  he  had  loaned  them  money;  ' 
that  soldier  was  alwavs  in  delicate  health,  *' slow  and  dronish"  in  his 
movements,  sometimes  doing  a  fair  day's  work,  sometimes  less,  some- 
times none;  wandering  in  mind  at  times  and  worse  of  late  years.  ''I 
don't  think,"  he  said,  '*  that  the  man  has  been  clear  in  his  mind  entirely 
since  1  have  known  hun.  At  times  he  was  apparently  all  right,  and 
then  again  he  didn't  seem  to  be  so;  would  talk  at  random  like.  He 
would  sit  and  look  before  him  in  a  vacant  and  moody  sort  of  wa}^  but 
then  again  he  would  brighten  up  and  talk;"  can't  cite  any  acts  or  par- 
ticulars of  worst  condition;  "  there  would  be  that  absent  mindednesb 
about  him;"  in  business  witli  me  didn't  seem  to  know  what  he  was 
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talking  about;  heard  of  but  never  saw.  violence;  have  employed  him, 
more  in  charity,  helping  around  in  building  and  milling;  didn^t  pa^'^  big 
wages. 

A  joint  affidavit  by  Edward  Orr  and  Alex  Fidler,  postmaster^  filed 
February  7,  1880,  related  only  to  general  inability  of  the  soldier, 
whom  they  had  known  since  1870,  to  ti'ansact  business,  and  to  disa- 
bility from  sciatic  rheumatism;  no  mention  being  made  of  any  mental 
trouble.  G.  C.  Chamberlain's  affidavit  to  the  same  effect  was  written 
on  the  same  paper.  None  of  these  was  interviewed  on  special  exam- 
ination. 

Dr.  Force's  repudiated  affidavit,  filed  with  the  increase  claim  of 
August  7,  1880,  stated  he  had  frequently  treated  soldier  for  eight 
years,  that  he  had  sciatic  rheumatism,  kidney  trouble,  and  affection  of 
head,  "which  is  undoubtedh'  softening  of  the  brain  resulting  from 
above  diseases;"  that  soldier's  mental  faculties  had  lost  much  vigor, 
and  were  now  more  impaired  than  when  he  first  knew  him;  and  that 
the  disability  is  permanent  and  will  probably  result  shortly  in  total 
loss  of  reason. 

This  affidavit  is  not  entitled  to  any  weight  whatever  as  evidence 
upon  the  qiiestion  as  to  existence  of  softening  of  the  brain  or  its 
sequence  from  rheumatism.  It  is  not  only  repudiated  by  the  affiant, 
as  an  imposition  upon  him,  but  is  shown  by  the  testimony  of  the  officer 
before  whom  it  was  executed  and  who  wrote  it  that  it  was  dictated  to 
him  by  this  appellant  in  the  absence  of  Dr.  Force,  and  was  later 
signed  and  sworn  to  by  the  latter  without,  the  officer  thinks,  reading 
it,  evidently,  as  Dr.  Force  says,  while  he  was  probably  busy  in  his 
office,  where  the  officer  took  it  for  execution.  This  officer  says  the 
doctor  told  him  he  had  promised  her  an  affidavit,  and  this  was  executed 
accordingly  on  its  presentation  by  him. 

This  physician  gives  a  reasonable  and  apparenth-  honest  account  of 
the  execution  of  this  affidavit,  in  which  he  is  corroborated  by  said 
officer,  and  of  its  repudiation  by  him  when  he  got  to  thinking  over  it. 
He  admits  it  is  not  to  his  credit,  but  manfullv  savs  he  '^will  not 
adhere  to  error  for  consistency's  sake."  He  was  a  reputable  physi- 
cian, an  official  examining  surgeon,  and  postmaster,  and  no  reason 
appears  why  his  repudiation  should  not  be  credited,  except  that  one 
T.  H.  Parsons,  a  banker,  an  old  acquaintance  of  soldier  and  appellant, 
to  whom  he  had  loaned  money  on  mortgage,  and  a  personal  friend  also, 
he  says,  of  Dr.  Force,  attributes  the  hitter's  change  of  mind  to  a  desire 
to  "go  with  the  tide"  of  public  sentiment  against  appellant,  the  doc- 
tor being  as  postmaster  something  of  a  public  character.  Mr.  Parsons 
testifies  also  that  the  doctor  had,  on  several  occasions,  in  conversations 
referred  to  the  soldier  as  "  not  in  his  right  mind  always"  and  "a  little 
cracked.'' 
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These  statements  credited  to  the  doctor  do  not  differ  greatlj'  in  sub- 
stance from  his  official  certificates  or  his  testimony  on  special  exami- 
nation. In  the  former  he  stated^  as  alread\'  quoted  herein,  that  the 
soldier's  mind  was  not  as  active  as  when  he  first  knew  him,  and  that  it 
was  afflicted  by  constitutional  disturbances  due  to  pain  and  loss  of 
sleep,  and  in  his  testimony  he  stated  soldier's  mind  during  acute  sciatic 
attacks  appeared  "somewhat  confused  and  stupid,"  due,  he  thought, 
to  pain  and  sleeplessness;  but  he  recalled  nothing  in  acts  or  speech 
suggesting  any  degree  of  mental  aberration;  a  rather  quiet  but  not 
morose  man,  nor  a  hypochondriac,  but  not  of  a  vigoix>us  or  pushing 
disposition,  and  '"in  no  sense  and  to  no  degree  insane,"  and  the  acts 
of  violence  and  threats  which  appellant  alleges  were,  he  said,  "wholly 
at  variance  with  his  cliaracter  and  temperament  as  revealed  to  me  in 
my  intercourse  with  him." 

While  this  appellant  appears  to  have  some  reason  perhaps  for  feel- 
ing against  Dr.  Force,  because  of  this  repudiation  of  his  affidavit  pre- 
pared by  her  and  of  his  refusal  of  her  request  that  he  go  on  the  jury 
in  the  lunacy  proceeding  instituted  by  her  in  1881,  yet  no  reason  sat- 
isfactorily appears  w^hy  he  should  have  any  feeling  toward  her  except, 
perhaps,  for  having  foisted  upon  him  such  an  affidavit.  He  savs,  how- 
ever, he  never  had  any  cause  for  enmity  against  her  or  any  of  her 
family,  except  on  the  day  before  be  testified  on  special  examination, 
when  her  son  Frank  spoke  to  him  about  the  case  in  what  he  consid- 
ered an  offensive  manner,  for  which,  he  says,  Frank  later  apologized 
(which  Frank  denies),  and  he  was  not  aware  that  thej"  had  opposed 
him  some  years  before  when  he  was  a  candidate  for  school  superin- 
tendent, which  appellant  assigns  as  the  cause  of  his  alleged  enmity  to 
her,  but  they  claimed,  he  says,  then  to  be  his  supporters. 

The  doctor  testified  also  that  the  general  opinion,  and  his  own,  was 
that  the  soldier  and  appellant  had  colluded  for  his  commitment  as 
insane:  that  he  spoke  to  soldier  about  the  proposed  commitment,  after 
she  had  asked  him  to  go  on  the  commission,  and  soldier  said  he  would 
never  consent  to  it,  and  "Uilked  rationallv  enough  then,  I  am  sure," 
but  he  got  the  idea  from  soldiers  talk  that  the  matter  had  been  dis- 
cussed and  urged  upon  him. 

Upon  the  question  of  the  soldier's  mental  condition,  Dr.  Force's 
testimony  is  in  line  with  the  mass  of  credible  testimony  in  the  case, 
as  will  hereinafter  appear,  and,  whatever  his  personal  bias  or  preju- 
dice, if  an}%  it  is  entitled,  under  a  well-settled  rule  of  evidence,  to  full 
consideration  accordinglv. 

Louis  Gotthelf's  affidavit  of  June  13,  18.S1,  states  he  was  soldier's 
family  ])hvsician;  that  soldier  had  sciatic  rheumatism  and  also  now 
softening  of  the  brain;  that  since  the  fall  of  1878,  during  rheumatic 
attacks,  the  whole  left  side,  and  es|)ecially  the  spinal  column,  was 
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affected,  with  "  heav}-  congestion  to  the  brain  and  depression  of  mental 
functions"  so  that  for  several  days  " he  could  not  collect  reason,''  and 
through  the  increasing  violence  and  number  of  these  attacks  '*  the  bi'ain 
is  more  or  less  deranged." 

In  a  letter  two  months  later  to  the  attorney's,  this  affiant  repeats 
this  general  statement  as  to  congestion  and  depression,  and  sa^'s  he 
has  seen  soldier  during  past  eighteen  months  so  deranged  as  to  be 
incapable  of  rational  conversation,  and  that  he  considered  it  unsafe  for 
him  to  be  alone,  but  that  there  were  no  threats  of  personal  violence. 

In  another  affidavit  (prepared)  January  0, 1882,  this  affiant  stated  he 
had  been  family  physician  for  nine  years;  saw  soldier  once  a  month, 
made  frequent  examinations,  and  carefully  observed  and  noted  condi- 
tions; observed  at  first  mind  was  affected ;  indications  became  more 
marked,  and  now  ''no  hesitation  in  stating  he  has  despondency  (last 
word  in  different  handwriting)  or  softening  of  the  brain,"'  mental  fac- 
ulties very  much  impaired,  memory  veiy  defective,  no  business  judg- 
ment, not  able  since  he  has  known  him  to  transact  business,  has  jseen 
him  when  incapable  of  rational  conversation. 

Before  the  special  examiner  six  months  later  this  affiant  testified 
substantial U'  asin  these  affidavits;  also,  that  when  rheumatic  paroxysms 
came  on  (which,  he  says,  in  late  3'ear.s  seem  to  follow  the  moon's  wan- 
ing in  the  first  quarter),  followed  by  thcvse  congestions,  soldier  would 
sit  glum,  stupid,  silent,  apparent!}'  oblivious  to  surroundings,  but  that 
he  ''never  at  anv  time  knew  him  to  say  or  do  anvthincr  to  indicate 
unsoundness  of  mind,  though  I  have  heard  that  suggested,"  he  added^ 
and  that  he  did  not  believe  soldier  ever  was  insane;  that  he  never  saw 
soldier  laugh  or  even  smile,  however,  ''and  did  not  think  anybody  else 
ever  did,"  and  he  considered  him  a  chronic  hypochondriac;  that  when 
he  first  called  soldier  claimed  impotency  as  an  offect  of  rheumatism; 
that  he  examined  him  then  and  found  testicles  shrunken  but  penis 
sound,  ai^d  he  believes  impotency  was  clue  to  rheumatism;  that  soldier 
spoke  f  rcquentl  V  of  this  condition  and  claimed  to  be  entirely  incapable, 
and  appellant,  on  his  spcmking  to  her  about  it,  confirmed  this  statement, 
and  the  subject  was  never  again  alluded  to  between  her  and  him. 

Had  been  a  phxsician  for  twenty-three  3'eai's,  he  stated  in  his  first 
affidavit,  and  was  an  allopathic  graduate  of  Berlin,  German}',  whence 
he  was  forced  to  flee,  having  been  in  the  revolution  of  1848,  and  was 
assistant  surgeon  in  the  war  of  the  rebellion  (Twenty-eighth  Missouri 
Infantry,  the  organization  of  which  was  never  completed,  as  shown 
by  the  records  of  the  war),  and  since  then  had  gotten  along  the  l>est 
he  could;  has  kept  hotel,  and  was  a  justice  of  the  peace  and  notarx'. 

The  professional  credit  to  be  given  this  witness  is  doubtful,  neither 
Dr.  Force  nor  Dr.  Barber  knowing  anything  of  his  professional 
attainments,  as  he  had  not  practiced  there,  they  say,  but  had  run  a 
farm  and  prosecuted  pension  claims,  the  former  says:  and  the  latter 
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says  he  considers  him  otherwise  than  professionally  as  unreliable. 
Dr.  Croft,  a  member  of  the  American  Medical  Association,  also  has 
no  knowledge  of  this  witness's  professional  standing,  but  knows  of 
no  reason  whv  his  word  as  a  citizen  should  not  be  taken. 

In  view  of  this  witness's  questionable  standing  his  testimony  is  not 
entitled  to  much,  if  to  any,  weight.  But  it  is  entitled,  nevertheless,  to 
weight,  w^here  corroborated  by  the  testimony  of  physicians  of  estab- 
li.shed  professional  and  personal  standing.  And  he  being  the  claim- 
ant's own  witness,  his  adverse  testimony  is  legally  binding  upon  her, 
whatever  his  standing. 

Hellek  Severson,  in  a  letter  to  the  attorneys  July  26,  1881,  stated 
he  had  known  soldier  nine  years;  that  soldier  had  been  unwell  at  the 
time,  nuich  worse  in  last  three  years,  and  last  nine  or  ten  months  had 
terrible  headaches,  almost  to  craze  him  at  times;  and  in  a  joint  affida- 
vit with  Julia  Severson,  filed  June  13, 1882,  he  and  she  stated  they  had 
lived  with  soldier  two  years;  that  he  threatened  to  kill  appellant  and 
their  hired  girl;  that  they  had  seen  him  when  he  was  not  of  sound 
mind,  actions  strange;  that  it  was  a  known  fact  in  neighborhood  for 
long  tune  his  head  was  wrong,  and  no  one  would  hold  him  responsible, 
although  both  he  and  appellant  are  highly  respected;  and  that  she 
was  a  kind  wife,  and  they  never  heard  of  her  mistreating  him. 

Neither  of  the  Seversons  was  interviewed  on  special  examination. 

In  a  letter  to  the  attorneys,  August  21,  1881,  the  son  Frank  says 
soldier  w^as  not  safe,  needed  constant  watching,  and  it  took  all  his 
time  there,  so  that  he  had  lost  many  chances  to  make  more  money 
away;  and  in  a  joint  affidavit  with  his  brother  Ernest,  January  16, 
18S2,  the  two,  aged  22  and  15  3*ears,  stated  that  they  had  lived  with 
soldier  up  to  18T4r,  and  he  always  complained  of  rheumatic  pain  of 
Imck  and  severe  headache;  was  very  quiet  and  kind  to  them  up  to  that 
3'ear,  but  attacks  became  more  frequent,  and  he  became  dissatisfied, 
not  same  man,  alwa3's  quarreling;  attacks  lasted  day  or  two,  worse  in 
cloudy  weather,  and  followed,  last  two  years,  by  congestion  of  head, 
and  loss  of  control  of  mental  functions  entirely,  with  no  prostrations 
then,  as  before,  after  paroxysms,  ])ut  would  get  raving  mad  and  try 
to  destroy  everything;  had  threatened  to  shoot  and  stab,  and  they 
watched  him  constantlv. 

On  June  18,  18S2,  Frank  filed  another  affidavit,  saying  he  had  lived 
with  soldier  to  September,  1881;  that  in  February,  18sl,  soldier 
wanted  him  to  shovel  snow  from  house  to  ])arn  a])out  5  p.  m.,  and 
when  he  told  soldier  it  was  no  use  to  do  it,  as  chores  were  all  done, 
and  it  was  still  snowing  and  would  till  up  the  path  before  morning,  the 
latter  got  mad,  threatened  to  shoot  him,  and  got  the  gun,  which  Ernest 
took  away  from  him,  however,  before  he  could  use  it;  that  he  remained 
excited  for  an  hour  or  two,  was  profane,  but  ])ecame  <iuiet  all  at  once, 
fell  back  in  a  stu^wr,  hardl}^  spoke  a  word  for  two  days,  and  when 
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affiant  spoke  then  to  him  about  it  he  had  no  recollection  of  having 
tried  to  shoot  him. 

Before  the  special  examiner  in  July,  1882,  Frank  testified  that  he 
had  first  thought  soldier's  mind  was  not  right  about  seven  years  before, 
from  the  fact  he  became  afraid  of  himself  and  others;  didn't  want  to 
sleep  alone,  even  with  othei-s  in  the  room;  that  he  spoke  to  his  brother 
about  it  as  stmnge;  that  other  reasons  for  thinking  him  insane  are  he 
threatened  to  kill  John  (the  eldest  son,  who  died  in  1876);  in  1860  he 
took  after  appellant  with  a  club,  tried  to  strike  her,  but  John  pre- 
vented; threatened  to  kill  her;  that  on  return  from  the  Armv  he  read 
the  Bible  morning  and  night  and  said  gmce  at  the  table;  that  he  tried 
once  to  shoot  him  because  he  wouldn't  shovel  snow  through  to  Her- 
sey;  that  he  was  not  always  in  a  fit  of  anger  when  he  made  threat*^; 
that  asylum  was  first  thought  of  la^^t  year  after  appellant  had  gone 
East,  but  they  did  not  want  him  in  because  of  reported  cruelties  there; 
wanted  him  there  because  not  safe  and,  on  question,  l^ecause  he  had  to 
be  proven  in  this  claim  to  be  insane;  that  soldier  worked  some,  mostly 
chores,  but  was  not  really  able  for  a  good  day's  work  since  he  could 
remember — certainl}-  not  for  last  five  or  six  years.  To  a  question 
whether  soldier  worked  on  the  railroad,  he  replied  he  didn't  consider 
the  examiner  had  any  right  to  ask  questions  to  hurt  the  case.  Among 
questions  and  answers  stricken  out  by  the  Commissioner  is  the  material 
statement  that  just  before  Dr.  Neal  examined  soldier,  soldier  was  so 
bad  witness  had  to  dress  him  for  three  months.  '*  that's  the  time,"  he 
said,  "Henry  Humiston  was  there." 

He  again  testified  in  July,  1889,  before  Special  Examiner  Williams, 
that  he  lived  with  soldier  from  1882  to  his  marriage  in  1885;  that  he 
does  not  claim  soldier's  mind  was  atfected  all  the  time — onlv  after 
severe  spells  of  headache;  that  spells  lasted  a  week  or  ten  days  and 
more,  after  which  he  would  be  weak,  irritable,  and  "often,  I  think," 
he  stated,  ''does  not  know  what  he  is  doing  and  at  times  is  danger- 
ous," so  had  advised  recommitment;  often  sits  for  hours;  says  at  night 
he  sees  balls  of  fire  and  all  kinds  of  things  dancing  in  front  of  him, 
and  then  always  wants  someone  with  him;  that  appellant  has  best  con- 
trol of  him,  himself  and  P>nest  little;  that  he  has  known  for  years  of 
soldier's  sexual  weakness,  and  it  has  been  the  cause  of  much  trouble 
between  him  and  appellant,  on  soldier's  part;  that  soldier  siK)ke  of  it 
to  him  when  sleeping  together,  and  said  he  would  lose  his  temper  and 
swear;  that  he  was  called  one  night  to  appellant's  room  by  soldier's 
loud  swearing,  and  found  him  brandishing  a  poker  and  threatening  to 
kill  her,  and  he  took  soldier  forciblv  back  to  his  own  room;  that  when 
in  his  passions  soldier  is  very  profane,  at  other  times  kind  and  affec- 
tionate; that  that  time  was  about  the  worst  he  has  acted;  that  he  got 
mad  once  at  her  brother  when  the  latter  brought  back  their  hayrack 
all  broken  up,  and  threatened  to  shoot  him;  that  he  had  told  her  not 
to  let  her  brother  have  the  rack  because  he  alwavs  broke  it. 
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Ernest,  in  a  letter  to  his  brother  Jul}'  16,  1882,  stated  soldier  was 
"off  the  handle  half  the  time."  Before  the  special  examiner  in  1H89 
he  testified  that  for  the  past  seven  \'ears  he  had  lived  in  or  near 'the 
soldier's  family;  that  two-thirds  this  time  soldier  had  l>een  weak, 
childish,  frivolous,  not  really  violent  or  dangerous  except  at  periods; 
that  be  had  no  knowledge  of  any  personal  violence  to  anyone  except 
appellant,  but  had  threatened;  that  he  had  always  restrained  soldier, 
laughed  at  his  threats,  and  told  him  it  was  foolish;  mind  was  weak  as 
to  figuring,  reasoning  or  judgment,  no  self-reliance,  can't  get  him  to 
act  independently,  very  irritable  spells,  cross,  unreasonable,  can't 
reason  with  him  then  but  must  command,  use  stronger  will  power:  if 
I  try  to  reason  will  generally  swear  at  me;  he  never  did  any  business 
except  small  purchases,  usually  with  account  book;  saw  him  strike 
appellant,  call  her  all  sorts  of  names,  swear  at  her,  "•  without  any  par- 
ticular cause  except  trifles,''  like  keeping  too  many  cows  or  pigs;  threw 
a  boot  at  her  once,  striking  her  about  the  knees;  he  is  sul)ject  to  terri- 
ble headaches  lasting  one  to  three  days,  and  says  when  he  coughs  or 
exerts  himself  then  it  seems  his  head  would  burst;  is  extremelv  nerv- 
ous  then,  eyes  look  queer  and  strange:  think  he  is  then  partially  out  of 
his  mind;  flies  into  terrible  passion  at  most  anyone;  give  bromide; 
quiet  him  by  saying  people  going  by  will  hear,  and  we  don't  want  it 
to  get  out:  appellant  can  quiet  him  by  feigning  madness  or  using 
language  as  he  uses;  can't  sleep  well,  sees  forms,  balls  of  fire  drop 
from  his  eyes;  at  times  all  right  mentally,  converses  reasonably  on 
most  any  topic  and  acts  with  judgment;  severest  time  several  yeai's 
ago  after  acute  rheumatic  attack;  on  exposure  had  awful  pain  in  head, 
doctor  gave  bromide  and  said  to  watch  him  as  he  was  in  bad  condition; 
would  "almost  hollow  with  pain  in  his  head;"  am  convinced  he  must 
have  someone  to  look  after  him. 

Asked  by  the  examiner  to  give  the  strongest  evidence  of  mental 
unsoundness,  Ernest  referred  to  a  dispute  with  appellant's  brother 
alK)ut  pa^^ment  for  some  wood.  After  her  brother  had  gone  away,  he 
says  the  soldier  called  him  a  thief  and  a  liar,  and  swore  he  would  kill 
him  the  next  time  he  saw  him;  he  paced  up  and  down  and  we  couldn't 
quiet  him.  Also,  he  once  came  to  witness'  house  and  aViused  the 
latter's  wife  about  some  trouble,  he  does  not  know  what,  between  her 
and  appellant;  called  her  all  sorts  of  names,  and  couldn't  be  reasoned 
with  or  pacified. 

He  has  heard,  he  also  testified,  appellant  swear  at  soldier,  or  use  his 
language  back,  to  disgust  and  quiet  him;  but  she  **  hardly  ever,"  he 
saj's,  uses  the  name  of  God,  just  ''damn"  or  ''hell"  or  *'devil,"  or 
say  he  made  ''  a  hell  of  her  life,"  and  she  would  put  him  in  the  asylum 
if  he  didn't  quit;  that  he  has  a  horror  of  that,  and  swears  he  will  kill 
her  if  she  attempts  it. 

On  a  direct  question,  Jirnest  admitted  appellant  had  at  times  irri- 
t4ited  him,  and  that  he  himself  had  sworn  at  the  soldier— told  him  he 
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was  ''damned  foolish,"'  or  *' acted  like  the  devil,"  but  had  never 
"God  damned  him.'"  Soldier  threatened  time  and  again  to  kill  appel- 
lant, he  says;  but  he  never  saw  her  treat  soldier  any  other  than  kindly, 
and  she  **  hardly  ever"  used  profane  language  to  him,  and  he  himself 
was  ''hardly  ever"  out  of  patience  with  soldier. 

Katie  Iverson,  in  her  affidavit  filed  January  10,  1882,  stated  she  had 
known  soldier  ten  years  and  had  lived  in  his  famil}'  since  March  iiO,  1S81, 
as  hired  girl  and  nurse  for  him;  that  in  two  weeks  after  going  there 
she  observed  he  was  not  of  sound  mind,  actions  were  very  strange, 
and  he  threatened  twice  and  once  attempted  to  kill  her  with  a  knife; 
that  he  frequently  threatened  to  kill  appellant  and  his  sons;  that  his 
acts  were  often  wild  and  threatening,  and  he  needed  constant  watch  to 
prevent  injur}'  to  himself  or  others  or  to  property;  that  he  "hollers," 
cries,  sobs,  and  moans  without  apparent  cause;  his  conversation  is 
strange  and  senseless;  his  spells  frequent;  that  she  does  not  think  him 
sane  or  tit  to  be  trusted  alone,  and  needs  constant  attendance. 

On  June  13,  18S2,  in  another  lengthy  affidavit,  which  she  says  is  in 
her  own  handwriting  and  entirely  of  her  own  composition,  and  given 
on  request  because  Dr.  Force  had  said  she  was  weak  minded,  she 
repeated  much  of  that  in  her  first  affidavit.  Soldier  became  so  bad, 
she  says,  that  they  finally  had  to  send  for  appellant  (who  was  employed 
in  the  East),  as  they  could  not  control  him;  that  she  did  not  know  he 
was  so  bad  when  she  went  there,  and  she  staid  only  out  of  symixithy 
for  appellant;  that  he  once  pressed  a  knife  to  her  side  so  she  felt  it, 
and  laughed  a  maniacal  laugh,  but  said  he  only  did  it  to  scare  her; 
that  she  never  felt  safe  afterwards;  that  his  tantrums  continued,  with 
wild  threats,  and  she  would  lock  herself  in  her  room;  that  after  these 
ravings  he  would  feel  sick  and  complain  of  his  head;  that  they  kept 
guns  and  such  away  from  him;  that  he  threatened  a  number  of  times 
to  cut  his  own  throat  and  to  kill  appellant,  but  she  would  stand  firm 
and  walk  toward  him,  and  could  quiet  him;  that  he  would  sit  for  hours 
with  his  head  in  his  hands;  she  never  felt  safe  with  him,  and  Ernest 
dared  not  leave  him;  took  butcher  knife  once,  said,  *•' Katie,  how  easy 
I  could  kill  you;"  1  ran  off;  he  would  not  stay  alone;  ran  after  buggy 
oni'C  like  a  madman;  shrieked  so  could  hear  him  2  miles;  said  once 
would  hung  himself  when  she  wouldn't  kiss  him  with  pipe  in  his  mouth; 
kept  up  swearing  all  night;  he  went  out  in  rain;  when  he  came  back 
she  coaxed  him  to  bed;  she  had  to  sleep  with  him;  he  wouldn't  sleep 
alone;  when  lunacv  committee  came  to  house  bovs  and  I  w^ere  examined 

'at  ft 

separately  ))v  doctor  and  by  judge;  soldier  used  awful  language  in  tan- 
trums; **  will  groan  and  take  on  terribly;"  says  he  sees  lights  at  night 
and  faces  around  the  bed;  keeps  us  up  half  of  night  at  times  by  his 
nervousness. 

In  July,  1SS2,  this  affiant  testified  Iwfore  the  special  examiner  sub- 
stantially as  in  her  second  affidavit,  which  she  insisted  was  entirely 
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her  own  composition  without  dictation  or  sugp^estion  from  an3'one, 
and  in  her  own  handwriting,  and  was  prepared  while  she  was  in  their 
house.  She  admitted,  however,  she  had  heard  for  six  or  seven  years 
before  going  there  of  soldier  being  insane,  but  did  not  know  of  it  till 
then;  '*  the  neigh}x>rs  all  knew  it  and  talked  about  it,"  she  says;  and  she 
admitted  also  that  a  vear  before  she  went  there  to  work,  but  while  she 
was  at  the  house,  she  saw  soldier  threaten  appellant  with  a  hay  knife; 
said  he  was  going  to  die  soon  and  she  would  marry  again;  that  she 
couldn't  have  two  husbands  in  heaven,  so  would  kill  her.  He  could 
be  heard  ''shrieking  and  hollering  around  the  neighborhood."  When 
the  committee  examined  him  she,  witness,  was  "in  the  room  all  the 
time;"  the  doctor  felt  his  head,  and  held  the  lamp  close  to  his  eyes 
and  looked  in  them,  and  asked  him  about  pain  in  the  head. 

O.  L.  Prince,  station  agent,  Berkshire  County,  Mass.,  stated  in 
affidavit  filed  April  4,  1^82,  that  soldier  when  at  the  depot  was  alwaj's 
accompanied  by  his  wife,  son,  or  a  friend  to  care  for  him  and  purchase 
tickets;  that  he  gets  obstinate,  goes  other  way  when  they  are  not  look- 
ing; once  wanted  money  back  for  the  tickets,  and  refused  to  go;  that 
he  is  at  times  violent  and  ugly,  is  not  capable  of  caring  for  himself, 
and  someone  must  l)e  with  him  constanth*;  he  ought  to  be  in  an 
asvlum. 

This  affiant  was  not  interviewed  on  special  examination. 

J.  M.,  Susan,  and  George  Anthony,  also  of  Berkshire  County, 
Mass.,  and  whose  depositions  were  not  taken  on  special  examination, 
stated  in  their  joint  affidavit,  filed  April  0,  1882,  that  thev  had  known 
and  boarded  with  soldier  most  of  the  time  since  October,  1881;  that 
he  was  an  annoyance  to  the  whole  house;  at  times  wild  and  uncontrol- 
lable; that  they  were  afraid  he  would  do  them  or  himself  or  others 
bodily  harm;  through  some  imaginary  trou!)le  he  was  not  capable  of 
caring  for  himself ;  re(|uired  constant  watching  of  some  one,  and 
son  Ernest  for  some  time  had  been  giving  his  whole  time  to  looking 
after  soldier;  wholly  unable  to  labor  and  fit  subject  for  asylum;  appel- 
lant generally  pacifies  him;  be  seems  to  think  the  world  of  her;  next 
moment  turns  and  threatens  her  life  without  least  provocation;  treats 
her  cruell}';  strikes  and  throws  at  her;  in  spells  sits  with  head  in  his 
hands,  perfectl}' despondent;  complains  of  headaches  constantly;  mind 
seems  entirely  gone;  not  safe  to  have  around;  something  must  be  done 
soon. 

An  affidavit  as  to  the  credibility  of  the  Anthonys  and  of  Prince  was 
filed  evidently  the  latter  part  of  August,  1882,  date  not  given. 

On  June  13,  1882,  the  affidavit  of  Dr.  Leonard,  the  regimental  sur- 
geon, was  filed,  stating  he  next  saw  soldier  after  discharge  in  1870, 
and  attended  him  from  November,  1876,  to  April,  1877,  several  times 
a  week;  that  he  then  suffered  severelv  with  chronic  rheumatism  and 
general  debility,  '*  accompanied  with  softening  of  the  brain:"  examined 
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him  closely;  soon  saw  evidences  of  brain  affection  numerous  and 
marked,  moodj-,  despondent,  complained  of  continual  severe  pain  in 
head,  roaring  in  ears,  at  times  sense  of  falling,  would  seize  chair  or 
other  object  to  prevent  falling;  then  physicalh'  unable  to  labor  or 
mentall}'  to  do  business;  no  improvement;  regards  case  incurable;  to 
his  knowledge  appellant  treated  soldier  kindly;  she  supported  family 
by  copying,  keeping  boarders,  etc.;  this  statement  from  repeated 
examinations  and  close  observation;  "the  applicant's  condition  was 
due  to  exposure  in  the  service,  resulting  in  rheumatism,  with  attend- 
ant pathological  condition  of  probable  fibrous  deposit  which  caused 
thickening  of  covering  of  cerebral  tissues  and  consequent  disturbance 
of  mental  condition/' 

Dr.  Leonard  was  not  interviewed  on  special  examination. 

Before  Special  Examiner  Carr  in  Washington,  January  2»i,  1882, 
appellant  testified  that  prior  to  the  war  the  soldier  was  strong,  robust, 
and  health}^  and  slow  to  wrath;  that  on  his  return  she  could  hardly 
recognize  him  by  his  actions,  he  being  nervous,  irritable,  immoral  in 
language,  impatient,  mentally  weak  ever  since,  and  now  cross  as  can 
be  and  threatening;  had  rheumatism  off  and  on  and  kidney  trouble, 
and  loss  of  sexual  desire  and  power  became  apparent.  Boys  and  1 
supported  family;  he  did  light  work  or  bossing;  mentally  unable  for 
sixteen  years  to  do  anything;  changeable  in  mind;  had  much  trouble 
last  summer;  he  and  Frank  couldn't  agree  as  to  doing  things;  found 
fault  with  hired  girl,  that  she  didn't  wash  pans  clean;  beginning  of 
mental  impairment  immediately  after  return  from  war;  deponent  acted 
like  deadhead;  would  sit  bent  over  looking  down  by  the  hour,  no  life 
or  energy;  didn't  want  noise;  w^ould  say  yes  or  no  to  anj^thing;  irri- 
table, sputtering  around  at  times,  no  care;  laid  it  then  to  sickness,  now 
think  not  right  mind,  '^and  think  that  impotency,  which  then  mani- 
fested itself,  was  the  real  cause — this  with  rheumatism." 

To  the  question,  ''  Before  he  entered  the  Ami}'  were  not  his  requests 
and  demands  in  reference  to  the  matter  referred  to  (sexual  commerce) 
rather  inordinate,  in  fact,  excessive?"  she  answered,  "I  used  to  think 
so.  because  I  was  more  delicate  then  than  now,  but  I  never  refused 
him."  She  referred  particularly  to  his  change  in  this  regard  on  his 
return,  and  said  she  couldn't  remember  when  there  was  anv  satisfac- 
tion  '''both  sides:"  that  his  condition  then  was  the  cause  of  much 
chagrin  to  him  and  of  trouble  between  them,  he  becoming  ver}"  abus- 
ive of  her  over  his  failures,  and  the  worst  he  ever  hurt  her  was  when 
he  punched  her  in  the  side  because  of  one  of  them;  that  he  would 
curse  himself  and  everv])odv,  ^'and  our  rows  were  most  alwavs  in 
bed;"  that  he  was  treated  for  this  trouble  bv  Dr.  Culver,  and  took 
much  medicine  and  liquor,  and  always  drank  some,  but  was  never 
drulik;  that  he  had  broken  chairs  and  windows,  and  it  was  not  safe  to 
be  with  him.  She  named  many  phjsicians  who,  she  said,  had  treated 
soldier  since  the  war. 
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In  her  affidavit  filed  June  13,  1882,  appellant  stated  the  soldier  had 
been  under  treatment  almost  continually  since  discharge;  that  his  heart 
trouble  began  in  1871,  and  he  was  treated  by  Dr.  Brownell;  had  severe 
pain  in  back  of  head  and  upper  neck;  usedblisters  and  mustard  poultices; 
attacks  increased  in  severity  and  frequency;  was  nervous,  irritable, 
very  despondent  at  times,  would  sit  for  hours  with  head  on  his  hands, 
oblivious  until  addressed  several  times  or  touched;  judgment  seriously 
impaired,  memory  deficient,  slow  of  thought,  difficulty  in  conversing, 
with  '"brief  intervals"  to  the  present;  his  particular  hallucination  for 
vears  has  been  she  would  remarrv  on  his  death,  and  threatened  to  kill 
her  to  prevent  it;  that  his  first  threat  and  blows  were  in  1871  in  the 
presence  of  son  Frank,  of  which,  and  of  second  blows  in  presence  of 
the  children  ten  days  later,  she  gives  a  circumstantial  account;  also  of 
threats  in  1881  with  knives  to  kill  her  when  she  was  alone;  that  her 
son  Ernest  then  quit  school  in  order  to  watch  soldier;  that  he  has 
needed  constant  care  and  watching  since  1876;  he  will  not  stay  or  sleep 
alone;  for  weeks  restless;  sleepless  during  spells;  helplessness  is  due 
to  two  paralytic  strokes  three  years  ago;  he  didn't  seem  to  understand 
questions  before  Special  Examin(^r  Carr,  and  1  was  called  in  to  answer 
simple  question  from  what  county  he  enlisted;  complained  his  head 
was  bursting  and  he  could  not  think,  and  refused  to  answer  further 
questions  or  questions  as  to  their  bedroom  life;  said  he  would  knock 
down  Carr. 

Her  next  testimony  was  given  in  1881)  before  Special  Examiner  Wil- 
liams, to  whom  she  first  read  a  lengthy  prei)are(l  statement,  which  he 
copied  into  her  deposition.  In  this  statement  she  inveighed  particu- 
larh'  against  the  Pension  Office  administration  in  1882  as  being  preju- 
diced against  her,  and  this  prejudice  as  being  the  cause  of  that  exami- 
nation being  *'  so  low  and  filthy,''  and  that  on  account  thereof  attempts 
were  made,  she  stated,  to  blackmail  her  and  make  her  and  soldier  out 
liars  and  thieves;  that  since  coming  there  six  or  seven  3'ears  before 
they  had  tried  to  cover  up  soldier's  weakness,  and  had  had  trouble 
because  people  were  afraid  of  him;  that  when  he  was  in  his  tantrums 
they  shut  doors  and  windows  to  keep  people  from  hearing  him;  had 
done  it  '''one  hundred  times,  if  once;*'  that  they  never  let  him  go  up 
town  unless  his  mind  was  all  right,  and  that  the  town  people,  therefore, 
likely  made  truthful  statements  as  to  his  condition;  that  most  will 
admit  something  ailed  him;  that  they  have  always  tried  to  make  him 
think  he  was  as  goo<l  as  anyone,  and  never  allowed  anyone  to  call  him 
crazy  to  his  face  or  in  his  hearing,  and  had  taught  the  lx)vs  to  be  kind 
to  him,  do  what  he  would;  that  he  came  down  to  her  room  and  made 
trouble,  and  they  had  to  take  him  away;  ''this  part  of  his  disease  is 
what  I  don't  think  anyone  can  understand— to  have  the  desire  and  ^et 
not  the  power;"  that  he  was  twice  paralyzed,  a  year  apart,  atfecting 
the  lower  bowel  and  private  parts,  and  he  is  entitle<l  to  increase  ])ecause 
of  paralytic  trouble  and  weakness  of  kidneys;  that  he  is  a  great  trial, 
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and  they  have  to  have  some  one  in  the  house  all  the  time — Ernest 
always  here;  can't  sleep  with  him  because  of  his  tantrums  and  a.s  he 
has  no  control  over  bowels;  unfit  mental)}'  or  ph3'sically  for  anything 
to  amount  to  anything — "  to  earn  a  salary,  you  can  put  it." 

She  then  refused  to  have  soldier  examined  because  he  was  in  no 
condition  to  go,  was  not  financially  able,  and  ''I  don't  propose  to  make 
my  family  a  side  show  for  an^^one;"  and  she  objected  to  asylum  because 
of  ill-treatments  there  on  account  of  "infirmities  he  can't  control." 

The  following  questions  were  asked  by  the  examiner  and  answera 
given: 

Q.  Give  me  one  actual  instance  of  your  husband's  conduct  when  you  think  his 
insanity  is  most  pronounced. — A.  He  will  come  in  my  room  after  others  are  in  be<i, 
and  when  he  fails  sometimes  arouses  the  whole  house  with  his  swearing;  often  strikes 
and  abuses  nie  so  do  not  get  over  it  for  a  lonj?  time;  threatens  to  kill  me,  and  blames 
me  for  it. 

Q.  Give  an  actual  instance  of  another  kind. — A.  Well,  I  am  not  through  with  the 
other; 

and  she  continued  to  recount  his  swearing  and  threatening  to  kill 
himself  after  leaving  her  room,  saying  he  won't  live  ''and  be  such  a 
man."  Has  plead  with  rac  to  get  electric  belts  and  medicines,  and  I'll 
bet  he  has  100,000  books  on  the  subject.  "Oh,  pshaw!  I've  had  trouble 
with  him  till  you  can't  rest." 

When  again  asked  to  give  another  kind  of  instance,  she  said  there 
were  so  many  she  forgot;  that  he  smashed  a  saucer  on  the  floor  a  little 
while  ago,  because  some  little  thing  w^ent  out  of  the  way;  again,  got 
mad,  threw  coffeepot  on  the  floor;  so  common  don't  remember  causes. 
Asked  as  to  being  struck  with  ax  handle,  she  said  she  spoke  to  him, 
when  Slatten  wrote  her  about  him  setting  fire  to  some  grass,  about 
it;  he  began  cursing  her,  and  when  she  told  him  he  was  putting  him- 
self straight  into  the  asylum,  he  cursed  more  and  hit.  ''I  did  no 
swearing  then,''  she  said;  "and  when  I  do  swear  at  him,"  she  added^ 
"if  I  ever  do — it's  when  he's  letting  off  his  mouth  in  disgusting, 
shocking  manner  before  children,  and  to  disgust  and  shame  him,  1  use 
his  words  back  at  him,  and  it  seems  so  horrible  to  him,"  she  sjiid,  to 
hear  her  swear,  "'he  quits."  To  the  question  whether  she  did  not 
begin  quarrels  with  soldier  and  excite  him,  she  answered  "not,  only 
when  he  would  not  change  his  clothes,  and  stink  the  room  up  so  we 
could  not  endure  it."  Ernest  was  at  the  house  all  the  time,  she  said, 
the  last  summer,  when  she  was  east  five  or  six  weeks. 

Her  testimony  in  1890  has  already  been  given  herein. 

The  only  testimony  of  the  soldier  secured  on  special  exammation 
was  in  February,  1882.  Special  P^xaminer  Carr  says,  as  already 
stated,  that  the  soldier  then  appeared  entirely  sane,  and  would  have 
had  no  trouble  in  testifying,  except  as  to  dates,  but  for  appellant's 
incessant  interruptions  and  harassments.     To  test  his  sanity,  the  exam- 
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iner  had  soldier  give  a  detailed  history  of  himself,  his  nulitarv  service, 
and  his  disabilities,  which  need  not  be  full}'  abstracted  here,  except  as 
to  the  last  mentioned.  It  ma}^  be  stated,  however,  that  his  testimony 
reads  throughout  like  that  of  a  rational  man.  It  is  connected,  intelli- 
gent, and  apparently  accurate  and  read}',  although  he  said  his  head 
was  so  that  day  it  was  hard  for  him  to  give  a  full  statement. 

He  did  chores,  only,  he  said  for  two  years  after  discharge;  then 
worked  seven  years  for  E.  H.  Couse  feeding  stock  and  as  dump  master 
at  dam;  then  sawed  wood  for  Atherton  and  was  on  farm  for  Perley; 
then  took  3  or  4  acres  to  farm  with  the  boys,  and  appellant  took 
boarders;  then,  in  two  years,  took  160  acres,  and  "I carried  on  farm- 
ing just  as  others  did,  with* the  help  of  my  boys,"  and  "  I  hired"  a  man 
in  harvest,  plowed  some,  not  able  to  work  one-fourth  of  time;  had 
ague,  rheumatism,  kidney  trouble,  and  impotency;  worked  some  at 
times- for  last  ten  years,  overseeing  and  light  work;  doctoring  more  or 
less  all  the  time;  spells  of  one  kind  or  another;  headache  almost  con- 
tinually for  last  three  or  four  years;  on  back  for  six  weeks;  paralysis 
three  years  ago;  left  arm,  I  think;  opposite  side  of  mouth  twisted  for 
a  year;  last  time  two  years  ago,  numbness  all  over,  mostly  in  back, 
hips  and  legs,  not  like  the  first;  since  the  war,  wife  has  generally 
attended  to  all  financial  business,  owing  to  my  army  diseases,  rheuma- 
tism and  general  breaking  down  of  nervous  system;  lay  awake  nights; 
something  matter  with  eyes;  sort  of  scales  like  flakes  of  fire  sometimes 
dart  from  eyes  toward  floor;  head  swims  like  a  board  on  water;  this 
happens  once  a  week  or  oftener;  roaring  in  ears;  seem  to  see  things  at 
night,  such  as  cats  and  faces,  more  or  less  for  last  two  years,  ''and  I 
won't  stay  or  sleep  alone."  Asked  as  to  despondent  spells,  he  said, 
"Yes,  1  think  sometimes  that  I  will  make  away  with  myself  or  some- 
body else;"  and  as  to  killing  his  family,  ''  Yes,  I  have  thought  of  that 
a  good  many  times  within  the  last  six  months  or  a  year,  because  of  my 
brain  disease.  I  have  said  that  after  we  lost  our  property  and  my 
health  was  so  poor,  it  would  be  better  if  we  were  both  dead."  And  asked 
as  to  what  he  claimed,  he  said,  enough  to  support  himself  and  family, 
$50  a  month,  but  as  he  was  not  flat  on  his  back  he  did  not  claim  §72, 
though  as  much  entitled  as  some  who  got  it,  but  would  not  expose 
them  or  go  back  on  them  unless  they  went  back  on  him;  also,  that  he 
ought  to  be  rerated  at  §24  from  discharge. 

As  to  his  guardianship,  he  said  perhaps  it  would  be  better  in  the 
condition  of  his  mind,  and  that  he  was  willing  to  trust  his  wife  to  pay 
over  to  him  the  money;  that  the  first  he  knew  of  the  insanity  proceed- 
ing was  when  the  committee  came  to  the  house;  the  doctor  gave  me  a 
thorough  examination  alone  in  the  room,  was  also  examined  thoroughly 
at  asylum,  suppose  the  same  as  they  usually  gave — felt  pulse,  examined 
head, chest,  lungs,  and  asked  questions.  I  didn't  want  to  stay,  wanted 
to  go  and  see  my  friends;  doctor  said  asylum  was  crowded.     Strong 
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thought  might  do  me  good  to  see  my  friends,  and  doctor  said  must  go 
in  good  hands  and  not  to  be  returned  at  State  expense  if  got  worse; 
Strong  to  give  bond;  doctor  said  was  liable  to  get  worse  any  time; 
don't  know  what  they  fixed  up;  stayed  all  night  at  hotel  with  Strong, 
who  telegraphed  wife,  and  we  met  them  and  came  East,  she  furnishing 
passes  and  money;  Eraest  is  to  see  to  me  when  I  have  bad  spells;  my 
visits  around  here  have  been  the  same  as  anyone's. 

Harriet  E.  Blaisdell,  the  widow  of  soldier's  brother,  at  whose  house 
in  Vincland,  N.  J.,  soldier  visited,  coming  there  in  the  latter  part  of 
December,  1881,  testified  before  the  examiner  that  she  heard  nothing 
of  any  mental  trouble  till  he  came  there;  had  had  no  letter  in  four 
years;  that  he  spoke  of  such  trouble  himself,  said  he  had  been  in 
asylum,  and  they  had  taken  gun  from  him;  that  he  slept  alone  while 
at  her  house,  but  told  her  twice  he  didn't  like  to,  as  he  would  look  up 
in  corner  and  see  ball  of  fire,  and  a  ball  of  fire  would  sometimes  dart 
from  his  eye  toward  the  floor;  asked  me  if  1  had  known  an^'one  so 
affected;  1  was  foolish  enough  to  sa}'  I  did,  and  woman  was  insane; 
she  told  me  so.  Said  she  saw  this  at  first  of  sickness.  He  has  been 
very  docile  here,  "nothing  wrong  at  all,''  and  ''I  didn't  think  he  was 
insane;''  don't  know  as  to  need  of  an  attendant;  he  has  been  around 
all  the  time;  helped  about  the  house;  complained  of  rheumatism  after- 
wards; don't  need  personal  attention;  said  had  headache  for  two  years 
or  more;  we  thought  wife  shouldn't  have  taken  Ernest  away^  after 
what  they  had  said;  "that  if  he  had  been  insane,  as  he  didn't  want 
Ernest  to  go,  it  might  bring  it  on  again,  but  he  continued  as  usual." 

Soldier's  brother,  Honice,  who  had  not  seen  him  from  1857  until  the 
last  of  December,  1881,  testified  then  that  soldier  was  much  changed, 
and  he  didn't  know  him;  that  he  had  not  conversed  much  with  him 
because  of  his  own  deafness,  but  he  appeared  "a  great  deal  different 
from  what  he  used  to  be  in  his  actions  and  talk,  and  I  mentioned  it  to 
my  family;"  and  when  asked  as  to  soldier's  need  of  a  guardian  or 
attendant,  he  said  it  might  be  well  enough,  and  he  knew  no  reason 
why  appellant  was  not  suitable  as  guardian. 

The  onl}'  other  witness,  S.  S.  Gould,  then  examined,  at  the  exami- 
ner's instance,  and  whose  deposition  the  examiner  says  the  appellant 
endeavored  streuuouslv  bv  threats  and  entreaties  to  have  withheld 
from  the  files,  testified  that  he  had  been  soldier's  neighbor  in  New 
Hampshire  twenty -five  years  bi^fore,  and  he  was  then  rugged  and 
hearty;  but  when  he  next  saw  him,  two  months  Ijefore  the  examina- 
tion, he  was  much  changed,  older;  looked  jis  if  he  had  seen  rough 
times,  hard  usage;  not  laboring  much;  talked  with  him  considerably; 

"didn't  seem  to  show  an\  mental  trouble;  I  didn't  notice  anvthinfif 

ft  »         ^ 

particular;''  have  heard  of  his  mental  weakness;  don't  care  to  say 
more  about  it;  heard  it  from  his  sister-in-law  two  weeks  ago;  called 
it  softening  of  the  brain. 
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On  June  18,  1882,  appellant  tiled  a  certified  copy  of  the  as^^lura  rec- 
ord, showing  admission  and  actual  discharge  on  October  2,  1881,  and 
legal  discharge  December  7,  1881,  the  actual  discharge  being  for  the 
purpose  of  allowing  commitment  in  priv^ate  asylum,  the  superintendent 
states  in  his  certificate. 

This  record  states,  as  hereinbefore  quoted  in  the  opmion  of  the  medi- 
cal referee  of  September  15,  1803,  also  that  the  first  attack  was  in 
1871,  and  this  was  the  first  admission. 

There  were  also  then  filed  affidavits  by  the  probate  judge  committing 
the  soldier,  to  the  effect  that  the  commitment  was  strictly  in  accord- 
ance with  law,  and  that  Dr.  Swanoe  was  a  physician  of  first-class  stand- 
ing; one,  unverified,  b}-  said  Dr.  Swanoe  to  the  fact  that  she  examined 
soldier  at  court's  request  and  found  him  insane,  and  that  he  ought  to 
be  cared  for  in  asylum;  one  by  M.  A.  Strong,  the  third  juror,  as  to 
the  reasons  for  soldier  not  remaining  in  the  asylum,  the  same  as  here- 
inbefore stated,  and  also  that  Dr.  Swanoe  was  then  the  only  graduate 
physician  in  town,  and  that  she  was  a  first-class  physician;  and  one  by 
A.  C  Whitman  and  Alex.  Fidler,  P.  M.,  that  thev  know  Dr.  Swanoe 
to  be  a  pra(!ticing  physician  in  good  standing,  and  by  reputation  a  good 
and  efficient  doctor. 

None  of  these  affiants  nor  the  superintendent  of  the  asylum  was 
interviewed  on  special  examination,  which  may  have  been  due  to  the 
fact  that  the  special  examiner's  work  was  stopped  by  a  telegram  from 
the  chief  of  his  division  and  he  ordered  to  report  case  at  once.  The 
superintendent,  C.  K.  Bartlett,  however,  on  Septem})er  27,  1890, 
replied  to  a  letter  from  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  asking  his 
opinion  as  to  the  soldier's  condition,  and  said  that  soldier  had  been 
legall}'  committed  there  (in  March,  iSiM),  his  second  commitment),  and 
had  been  allowed,  on  appellant's  recjuest,  to  go  home  June  23,  181)0, 
but  was  not  legally  discharged,  that  he  had  since  been  transferred  to 
the  Fergus  Falls  asylum,  and  that  "  while  he  was  an  inmate  here  I  did 
not  consider  him  a  sound  man  either  mentallv  or  phvsicallv.'' 

Special  Examiner  Fosnes  then  secured,  in  Jul}',  1882,  in  Jackson 
and  Nobles  counties,  Minn.,  the  soldier's  homes  since  the  war,  the  fol- 
lowing additional  testimony,  at  most  of  which  his  son,  Frank,  was  in 
attendance : 

Edward  McLaughlin,  saloon  keeper,  testified  he  worked  on  soldier's 
farm  a  month  or  more  in  winter  of  1879-80,  and  a  week  or  two  in  the 
winter  following,  baling  hay,  and  living  each  tmie  in  the  family;  that 
soldier's  only  complaint  was  of  headacties.  and  he  chored  around, 
helped  load  hay,  and  kept  account  of  amount  hauled;  soldier  looked 
all  right,  and  he  never  saw  or  heard  anything  to  indicate  his  mind  was 
unsound,  **  always  (|uiet  and  well  ))ehaved  when  I  was  there,  like  any 
other  man,*'  but  appellant  a  good  deal,  in  conversation  about  his  pen- 
sion, talked  about  his  having  mad  spells. 
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Johannes  D.  Freer  testified  he  knew  soldier  well  from  1874;  that 
soldier  general!}'  held  some  township  office — supervisor,  constable, 
chairman  of  hoard  of  supervisors,  and  justice  of  the  |)eace — and  was 
still  the  last;  that  soldier's  health  was  good  so  far  as  he  knew,  and  he 
never  heard  an}'  complaint;  others  said  he  had  rheumatism;  worked 
on  the  farm  like  other  men,  and  mental  condition  seemed  all  right; 
never  heard  suggestion  otherwise  till  last  fall,  when  was  sent  to  asylum; 
was  alwaj's  at  polls;  never  impressed  him  as  taciturn  or  morose,  rather 
social  and  talkative;  quite  a  hand  to  talk  politics,  but  wife  could  beat 
him  at  that. 

Dr.  C.  R.  Kellam  testified  he  had  known  soldier  since  January,  1880, 
when  he  examined  him  thoroughly'  at  appellant's  request,  she  havin^j 
introduced  herself  to  him  when  he  and  his  newlv  wedded  wife  w^ere  on 
a  train,  and  then  told  him,  his  wife  sitting  b}-,  of  soldiers  impotencj' 
for  sixteen  years,  dwelling  on  the  fact  that  it  had  deprived  herself  of 
gratification  and  caused  her  much  suffering;  also,  that  he  had  kidney 
trouble,  rheumatism,  and  some  brain  difficulty.  His  memorandum 
of  said  examination  showed  the  following,  appellant  doing  most  of 
the  talking  and  answering,  he  savs,  in  giving  the  soldier's  history: 

Always  enjoyed  good  health;  father  died  at  70,  some  brain  difficulty;  mother  at 
70,  supiKJsed  of  heart;  one  sister  i)aralyzed;  grandparents  on  father^s  side  at  9S  and 
85;  rheumatism,  ague,  and  })iliou8  fever  in  army;  ague  for  two  years  after;  acute 
rheumatism  at  discharge;  urinated  one  to  seven  or  eight  times  a  night  for  seven  or 
eight  years;  8i)ells  of  pain  and  prostration  two  or  three  times  a  year;  last  August 
could  not  undress  without  help;  difTiculty  in  concentrating  mind,  worse  at  times; 
can't  endure  physical  exertion;  turns  pale  w^hen  fatigued;  sleeps  well;  inclined  to 
constipation;  sees  dark  spots;  dizzy,  never  vertigo;*  sudden  faint  feeling;  headache 
all  time,  generally  all  over  head,  not  severe;  since  1865  gradually  lost  sexual  desire; 
never  habitual  drinker;  began  tobacco  at  17,  not  from  craving;  chewed  thirty-three 
years;  used  10-cent  plug  in  three  days;  never  advised  to  quit;  urine  sometimes  free, 
sometimes  scanty;  stains  vessel  brick  dust;  intensely  acid;  8i)ecific  gravity  1025; 
habitual  dry  cough.     Diagnosis,  poisoning  by  nicotine;  treatment,  nix. 

There  were  no  other  symptoms,  the  doctor  said,  of  physical  or 
mental  disease;  soldier  appeared  health}^  in  all  respects;  no  evidence 
of  rheumatism;  heart  and  pulse  normal.  '"I  concluded,"  he  said, 
"and  still  believe,  that  his  headache  and  alleged  nervous  trouble 
resulted  from  excessive  use  of  tobacco.  1  advised  him  to  quit  using 
tobacco,  but  gave  him  no  medicine  and  prescribed  no  other  treatment. 
His  impotence  I  attributed  to  the  same  cause,  or  as  most  probably 
due  thereto."  Never  examined  soldier  again,  but  talked  with  him  off 
and  on;  repWing  to  question  as  to  evidence  of  mental  unsoundness 
then,  he  said,  "Not  the  slightest,  nor  at  an}'  ^ther  time."  Appellant 
wanted  me  to  testify  to  specified  things,  and  last  spring  "made  me  a 
formal  offer  of  the  position  of  postmaster,"  held  bj"  Dr.  Force,  on 
implied  ccmdition  of  my  testifying  for  her,  claiming  she  had  inside 
track  at  Washington. 
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John  Woolstencroft,  saloon  keeper,  testified  he  had  known  soldier 
two  or  three  years,  and  lived  at  his  house  a  month  pressing  hay;  he 
looked  healthy,  but  complained  of  rheumatism,  and  appellant  called 
him,  in  his  hearing,  an  imbecile,  to  which  he  paid  no  attention;  she 
said  rheumatism  had  gone  to  his  brain  and  made  him  imbecile,  and  that 
he  had  been  impotent  fifteen  years;  never  noticed  any  mental  trouble; 
he  never  talked  or  acted  like  one  with  weak  or  deranged  intellect, 
seemed  perfectly  I'ational  at  all  times,  and  was  around  the  farm  and  at 
the  house  tending  to  business  ''like  any  other  man,"  helped  load  ha}^ 
checked  off  number  liauled,  did  a  good  deal  household  work;  pension 
was  increased  to  $18  while  I  was  there;  she  got  home  the  next  day  I 
went  there,  and  from  talk  judged  she  had  been  attending  to  claim. 

Peter  F.  McNair,  farmer,  testified  he  had  known  soldier  since  1873; 
"  to  all  appearances  "  his  health  was  always  good;  four  years  ago  when 
I  went  for  cow  I  had  bought  he  was  away,  and  appellant  said  his  health 
was  broken  down  in  the  anny;  didn't  say  how;  that  he  was  good  for 
nothing  and  she  was  running  the  business,  and  asked  for  the  money; 
never  observed  in  talk  or  actions  evidence  or  heard  of  mental  trouble 
until  he  was  sent  to  asylum,  and  thought  then  he  was  on  a  visit;  much 
surprised  to  hear  he  was  in  as3^1um;  talked  with  him  a  few  da^'s  before 
**  and  he  was  just  as  rational  then  as  I  had  ever  known  him — just  as 
rational  as  any  man;"  saw  him  as  often  as  farmers  generally  do;  seen 
him  hoe  and  pitch  hay]  never  thought  him  morose,  and  when  he  went 
with  me  to  prove  up  ni}'  land  claim  he  was  prett}^  lively;  had  drunk 
considerable  that  day;  don't  think  he  did  so  often. 

Patrick  Blaine,  farmer,  county  commissioner,  justice  of  the  peace, 
and  town  clerk,  testified  that  he  had 

known  soldier  very  well  for  eight  yearsi;  saw  him  once  a  week;  looked  healthy; 
believe  he  worked  on  the  farm  most  of  the  time,  but  heard  occasionally  he  waa  sick 
at  home;  complained  off  and  on  of  rheumatism  and  neuralgia  in  head;  never  observed 
anything  wrong  with  his  mind,  and  don't  believe  there  was  anything  the  matter 
with  his  mind.  To  me  he  always  seemed  to  be  a  sensible  man;  *  *  *  one  of  the 
best  farmers  about  here.  I  believe  he  would  be  farming  here  now  had  his  wufe  let 
him  alone;  *  *  *  I  should  never  have  thought  of  such  a  thing  as  his  being 
unsound  in  mind  if  I  hadn't  heard  the  family  say  ho.  They  spoke  about  it  in  con- 
nection with  this  pension  matter;  after  hearing  this,  watched  him,  but  never  saw 
any  evidences  of  insanity.  He  was  one  of  the  l)est  si^ellers  at  our  spelling  school, 
where  I  was  with  him;  was  always  on  good  terms  with  him;  can't  say  the  same  as 
to  appellant.     He  was  a  peaceable  man  and  good  neighbor. 

T.  H.  Parsons,  banker,  testified  he  had  known  soldier  seven  years, 
and  negotiated  loan  for  him  or  famil}"  in  1878;  that  was  first  time  it 
occurred  to  me,  he  said,  soldier^s  mind  was  not  just  right;  conduct 
about  executing  mortgage  struck  me  as  peculiar — ''acted  just  about  like 
a  boy  would;"  appellant  has  unsavorj'  reputation;  boy's  joke  at  her 
expense;  asked  me  what  I  got  out  of  loan;  I  said  I  would  see  her  and 
*'take  it  out  in  trade;"  turned  around  and  saw  soldier,  who  must  have 
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heard,  but  paid  no  attention.  I  have  no  interest;  hold  claim  against 
property  as  agent  only;  appellant  owes  me  $7,  '^ which  I  don't  much 
expect  to  get  any  way." 

Dr.  R.  D.  Barber,  postmaster  and  pension-examining  surgeon,  tes- 
tified he  had  known  soldier  for  ten  years,  not  intimately;  Was  repeat- 
edly called  but  never  went  there  to  treat  him;  treated  his  son  twice; 
knowledge  derived  mostly  from  official  examination;  has  sciatica;  not 
sure  of  mental  unsoundness,  never  saw  or  heard  anything  to  suggest 
it  except  on  one  examination,  when  he  acted  like  dne  not  in  his  right 
mind,  seemed  simple,  didn't  talk  just  right,  might  of  course  have  been 
assumed;  appellant  then  explained  his  conduct  and  condition  at  home, 
and  am  inclined  to  think  I  mav  have  credited  her  statements  too  nuich: 
was  also  shown  Dr.  Force's  affidavit,  and  knowing  him  as  a  compe- 
tent physician,  gave  it  credence  and  weight;  aside  from  insanity  would 
rate  $12  to  $15;  am  not  aware  of  any  bad  terms  between  them  and  me, 
though  ten  years  ago  she  and  1  had  words,  but  since  have  treated  in 
family  and  she,  at  least,  has  professed  warm  friendship;  never  had 
slightest  difficulty  with  him,  whom  ''I  always  respected  as  a  quiet, 
well-behaved  man ;"  treated  her  last  spring  rather  brusquely,  but  didn't 
appear  to  hurt  her  feelings;  she  said  examiner  was  coming  and  to  be 
careful  how  I  testified,  as  she  had  great  influence  at  Washington; 
invited  her  to  leave  office. 

John  F.  Smith,  merchant,  testified  he  had  known  soldier  ten  or 
eleven  3^ears;  soldier  traded  with  him  a  great  deal;  first  years  he  was 
able  to  and  did  work;  last  four  or  five  sickly,  especially  winters,  from 
rheumatism;  looked  healthy,  never  noticed  an}'  mental  unsoundness, 
or  any  evidence  of  it;  appellant  said  he  had  been  out  of  his  mind  at 
times;  she  generally  did  business  here. 

A.  C.  Cook,  the  justice  of  the  peace  before  whom  Dr.  Force's  aflS- 
davit  was  executed,  as  hereinbefore  stated,  testified  also  that  that  was 
the  first  time  he  met  soldier,  and  that  he  wouldn't  have  thought  of  his 
being  deranged  had  not  appellant  called  attention  to  it  by  asking  if  1 
didn't  think  he  was  crazv;  ^"I  did  think  he  was  either  a  henpecked 
man  or  a  fool,  I  wasn't  certain  which,  the  way  he  acted,''  have  seen 
her  often  since  and  am  inclined  to  think  he  was  henpecked  merely; 
seen  him  twice  since,  not  to  speak  to;  she  sent  him  out  to  get  change 
when  paying  me. 

Dr.  Josephus  Croft  testified  he  had  known  soldier  very  well  from 
1872,  and  had  treated  him  but  appellant  more,  and  was  attending 
physician  at  son's  death  from  meningitis;  treated  soldier  for  impotence, 
only;  knew  of  no  other  ailment;  appellant  came  to  me  ten  years  ago, 
said  he  had  been  incapable  for  years,  gathered  from  her  his  condition 
was  the  source  of  much  suffering  to  herself;  no  doubt  from  their 
statements  he  was  impotant,  never  examined  him,  didn't  walk  or  look 
as  if  he  had  sciatica,  always  appeared  a  healthy,  hard  working  man. 
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"  not  the  slightest  reason  "  to  believe  him  of  unsound  mind,  never  saw 
*'  the  least  evidence;"  heai'd  family  are  trying  to  make  him  out  insane, 
**•  but  I  am  willing  to  take  my  oath  that  the  man  is  not  insane,  no  more 
insane  than  j'ou  or  I;"  never  had  any  diflSculty  with  them;  she  asked 
me  to  testify  to  facts  which  I  couldn't,  but  seemed  friendly  notwith- 
standing; when  she  came  to  me  about  his  impotence  she  dwelt  on  fact 
he  was  otherwise  in  robust  health,  and  she  couldn't  see  why  he  should 
be  that  W9.y, 

Daniel  Hoflfey,  section  boss,  testified  soldier  worked  for  him  from 
June,  1872,  to  May,  1873,  when  he  discharged  him  because  he  couldn't 
depend  on  him,  though  he  was  the  best  hand  he  had  when  he  worked; 
that  he  couldn't  work  steadv  for  a  lame  back,  was  not  reallv  fit  for 
that  kind  of  work,  but  was  poor  and  had  to  do  something;  willing 
worker,  but  had  to  lay  off  half  the  time;  paid  full  wages;  no  reason  to 
think  him  not  of  right  mind,  but  was  ^'  soft;"  when  boys  cmcked  jokes 
reflecting  on  appellant's  character  he  never  minded;  looked  up  on 
hearing  her  name  '"as  innocent  as  a  boy;"  thought  he  had  ''  soft  spot" 
somewhere. 

He  added: 

I  would  like  to  make  a  remark  on  my  own  account  here,  and  you  may  put  it  in  or 
not,  as  you  please.  I  did  use  to  think  it  a  pity  the  way  his  money  went  when  he 
worked  for  it.  The  old  woman — Mrs.  Blaiiifdeil — would  get  hold  of  it  and  go  to  town 
and  spend  it.     I  thought  he  was  a  fool  to  let  his  hard  earnings  go  that  way. 

Thomas  K.  Olsen,  farmer,  clerk,  and  custodian  of  town  records, 
testified  records  show  soldier  was  elected  constable  March  10,  1874; 
moderator  of  town  meeting  March  14, 1876;  chairman  board  of  super- 
visors, same  date,  and  again,  March  12, 1878;  again  moderator,  March 
11,  1870;  and  justice  of  the  peace  March  9,  1880,  and  was  present  and 
participating  in  the  town  meetings.  He  testified  further  that  he  had 
known  soldier  seven  or  eight  years;  nearest  neighbor  for  some  time; 
knew  him  and  exchanged  work;  last  harvest  he  drove  while  son  Frank 
and  witness  bound;  at  first  health  seemed  good  enough,  then  appeflant 
began  to  stir  pension  business  pretty  lively;  family  began  to  talk  of 
rheumatism,  then  kidnev  disease,  then  brain  trouble;  heard  thev  are 
now  after  increase  on  ground  of  insanitv.  '^Is  that  so?"  he  asked 
the  examiner,  who  replied,  ''That  is  one  of  the  questions  involved. 
What  do  you  think,  is  he  insane?"  to  which  witness  answered,  ''Not  a 
bit  of  it.  He  is  no  more  insane  than  vou  or  I:"  only  vear  aofo  since 
I  first  heard  of  insanitv;  never  saw  him  do  or  heard  him  sav  anv- 
thing  out  of  the  way;  "I  always  thought  him  a  nice,  quiet,  sensible 
man;"  used  to  quarrel  among  themselves,  wife  and  })oys  agamst  hun; 
he  complained  to  me  the  way  they  used  him,  said  they  were  against 
him,  paid  no  attention  to  him;  we  could  hear  them  quarreling  clear 
over  here,  'Si  short  mile;"  "I  guess  probably  he  was  pretty  cross  at 
times,  and  I  don't  wonder  at  it;''  .shortly  before  be  went  to  asylum  he 
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traded  a  bureau  to  my  wife  for  a  trunk;  said  appellant  had  a  good 
place  East,  and  he  would  live  with  her,  and  didn't  know  he  would 
ever  live  here  again;  I  first  knew  he  went  to  the  asylum  from  the 
newspapers. 

The  only  evidence-filed  from  1882  to  1889  was  that  above  referred 
to  as  relating  to  the  soldier's  alleged  insanity  in  1876,  which  appears 
to  have  been  filed  probably  in  August,  1883.  William  Dunn  then 
stated  in  his  aflSdavit  that  he  went,  in  that  year,  to  the  soldier  to  sell 
him  wood,  but  couldn't  get  a  sentence  from  him,  half  the  time  wouldn't 
even  answer  the  questions,  ^'  every  act  and  appearance  was  similar  to 
persons'  acts  and  appearance  whom  I  had  formerly  been  acquainted 
with  and  who  were  insane; "  so  satisfied  of  it  I  returned  to  town;  next 
saw  him  in  1877,  in  general  conversation;  no  intelligent  answers; 
convinced  he  was  not  in  his  right  mind.  And  Dr.  H.  H.  Kimball  then 
stated  that  he,  as  famil}'  ph^^sician,  prescribed  for  soldier  in  1877  for 
softening  of  the  brain,  and  that  he  was  then  and  since  wholh'  incapable 
of  labor  and  mentally  unfit  for  business  or  support  of  family,  which 
to  his  personal  knowledge,  he  said,  was  supported  by  appellant. 

Neither  of  these  aflSants  was  interviewed  on  special  examination. 
Dr.  Kimball,  as  president  of  the  Minneapolis  board,  which  examined 
the  soldier  October  30,  1889,  signed  the  board's  certificate  of  that 
examination,  stating  they  did  not  detect  insanity  or  any  evidence  of 
cerebral  softening. 

A  letter,  dated  May  7,  1889,  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  by 
C.  L.  Lewis,  an  attorney  in  appellant's  town,  stated  soldier  was  par- 
tially paralyzed,  with  no  control  over  bowels  and  urine,  required  con- 
stant attention,  and  was  subject  to  periodical  fits  of  insanity,  and  that 
appellant  was  a  most  deserving  woman;  on  which  letter  Dr.  Leonard 
indorsed  that  he  had  known  the  parties  fifteen  year«  and  heartil}'  con- 
curred in  the  letter. 

The  writer  of  this  letter  was  never  interviewed  on  special  examina- 
tion, nor,  as  already  stated,  was  Dr.  Leonard. 

Special  Examiner  Williams  secured,  in  July,  1889.  in  Ottertail 
County,  Minn.,  where  the  soldier  removed  from  Massachusetts  in  1882 
or  1883,  the  following  additional  testimony,  the  appellant  being  present 
throughout  its  taking: 

Robert  B.  Quiggle,  her  brother,  testified  he  had  known  soldier  four 
3'ears  and  over;  lived  near;  worked  for  them  each  harvest,  three  weeks 
at  a  time,  and  stopped  there;  seen  him  with  severe  headaches  and 
rheumatism,  eyes  looked  glassy,  could  hardly  navigate;  spells  used  to 
be  worse  and  oftener  than  now,  usually  would  sit  and  hold  head; 
awfully  sick  once,  a  year  ago;  a  Norway  doctor,  dead,  attended;  com- 
plained of  rheumatism,  piles,  and  kidne3's;  never  worked  out  regularly; 
fed  chickens,  got  in  wood,  little  chores,  mail,  errands,  hoed  potatoes. 
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"  During  these  years  I  never  saw  him  wh,en  I  thought  he  was  insane 
or  out  of  his  mind  or  peculiar,  except  that  all  this  time  he  has  frequent 
tantrums  when  he  gets  into  a  tit  or  passion,  and  will  abuse  or  swear  or 
threaten  anyone  on  the  slightest  cause;"  once  got  in  passion  with  me, 
said  I  didn't  pay  for  a  stove,  cursed,  ordered  me  to  leave,  threatened 
to  shoot  me;  this  is  a  sample  of  his  spells;  and  '^except  for  them  and 
at  all  other  times  he  is  all  right  in  his  mind  and  disposition,  a  very 
nice,  pleasant,  and  agreeable  man,  sociable,  fond  of  talking,  and  to  all 
appearances  as  sane  and  well  balanced  in  mind  as  any  man  about  here;" 
spells  often;  never  at  other  times  threatened  anyone,  and  only  that 
once  to  me;  once  said  he  would  shoot  my  brother  for  something,  don't 
know  what;  "  I  never  knew  him  to  do  any  injur}'  or  violence  to  any- 
one in  my  life;"  heard  appellant  say  he  struck  her  with  an  ax  handle; 
he  is  popular,  well  liked  by  everyone  around,  generally  respected; 
appellant,  myself,  my  brother,  and  my  daughter  only  ones  I  ever 
heard  of  his  getting  in  a  passion  with.  To  questions  by  appellant,  he. 
said  soldier  slept  by  himself  when  witness  was  there ;  that  he  never  heard 
soldier  say  why  they  didn't  sleep  together  and  didn't  know,  but  had 
'  his  suspicion;  that  he  knew  nothing  of  soldier  having  no  control  over 
bowels  except  what  she  had  told  him;  that  he  had  heard  of  soldier's 
impotenc}',  but  never  heard  him  speak  of  it;  that  his  daughter  said  the 
soldier  wouldn't  let  her  make  his  bed,  but  didn't  sav  whv,  and  he  never 
heard  her  say  she  saw  anything  out  of  the  way;  that  he  does  not  know 
that  he  ever  heard  appellant  begin  quarrels,  but  they  had  words  back 
and  forth,  and  he  guesses  soldier  always  began,  and  he  never  saw  her 
use  soldier  any  other  way  than  kindly;  these  answers  being  given  in 
reply  to  leading  and  |X)inted  questions  by  appellant.  He  concluded 
by  saying  he  thought  the  soklier  needed  a  guardian;  and  to  questions 
bv  Ernest  Blaisdell.  that  he  did  not  think  soldier  able  phvsicallv  and 
mentally  to  earn  a  living,  and  that  he  did  not  think  a  sane  man  would 
act  and  talk  as  soldiei  did  in  his  spells. 

George  S.  Smith,  laborer,  testified  he  had  known  soldier  and  family 
intimately  for  five  years,  had  worked  some  for  his  son  and  dined  there, 
and  during  all  this  period,  so  far  as  he  observed  or  heard,  soldier  seemed 
in  fair  health  for  his  age,  and  never  spoke  of  anything  the  matter  except 
head  hurt  at  times,  was  dizzy;  appellant  said  he  was  deranged  at  times, 
but  he  never  saw  soldier  when  he  thought  him  so,  and  never  heard 
anvone  else  sav  so:  did  onlv  chores  at  home,  and  went  to  town  by 
himself,  and  ''  in  such  things  I  never  noticed  that  he  acted  in  any  other 
way  than  other  and  sane  men  do;"  that  he  was  not  with  soldier  umch, 
but  he  regarded  him  '\sane  and  in  his  right  mind  every  waj';"  never 
heard  of  any  violence  or  threats  or  saw  any  violence,  or  anything  dif- 
ferent from  a  sane  man;  always  pleasant;  no  fits  of  passion  or  anger 
more  than  most  men;  heard  him  swear  at  pigs;  ordinarily  not  profane; 
had  severe  rheumatism  in  legs  and  hips:  never  did  any  business  with 
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him;  never  Knew  him  to  buy  or  sell;  appellant  did  business  as  far  as 
I  know. 

Newton  Conyne,  farmer,  testified  he  had  known  soldier  well  five 
years;  each  summer  hired  to  appellant  five  or  six  days;  often  ate 
there;  only  thing  I  saw  or  heard  to  indicate  derangement  was  once 
when  he  objected  team  and  cow^s  were  using  too  much  food;  was  cross; 
angry  words  with  appellant  and  his  son;  he  and  son  a  little  profane; 
don't  know  she  was;  I  just  thought  him  unreasonable,  childish;  never 
unkind  to  me,  always  pleasant  and  agreeable  with  me.  always  seemed 
like  other  men  in  talk;  two  years  ago  heard  him  say  he  had  notion  to 
kill  Blackie,  who  denied  he  had  consented  to  daughter's  marriage  to 
Ernest;  trouble  between  families  not  over  yet;  does  chores;  no  work 
out.  To  appellant's  question  as  to  need  of  guardian,  he  answered, 
in  common  movements  does  not  need  one,  can't  sav  as  to  monev  mat- 
ters.  To  her  (juestion,  ''Don't  3'ou  think  he  would  waste  it  for  whisky 
if  ho  had  itT'  he  answered  he  thought  he  would;  but  on  redirect  exami- 
nation he  said  he  never  saw  soldier  under  the  influence  of  drink,  but 
had  taken  drinks  with  him.  He  did  not  think  soldier  able  physically 
and  mentally  to  earn  a  living:  '^poor  as  1  am  I  can  outwind  him;" 
told  me  he  was  paralyzed  and  had  piles  terril)ly  on  exertion. 

Belle  Hlaisdell,  Ernest's  wife,  testified  she  had  known  soldier  five 
years,  married  son  two  and  a  half  years  ago,  lived  in  house  eight 
months;  soldier  at  times  scarcely  able  to  get  about^  principal  complaint 
of  bowels,  also  rheumatism  and  head;  always  taking  medicines,  battery, 
electric  belts;  weak-minded,  sometimes  out  of  mind,  sometimes  rational 
enough;  most  of  time  childish;  seems  to  let  anything  fret  him  into 
passion;  nearl}  crazy  sometimes;  '''wouldn't  you  call  a  person  insane 
who  would  threaten  to  shoot  vou  or  someone  T'  a  third  of  the  time 
as  sane  as  anyone;  before  marriage  heard  neighbors  say  he  was  insane 
and  were  afraid  of  him;  so  long  ago  can  not  remember  who;  common 
talk;  think  ap^x^llant  and  Ernest  told  me;  never  saw  him  do  any  act 
of  violence;  appellant  showed  me  blue  place  on  arm  twice  as  large 
as  silver  dollar  and  said  he  struck  her  with  ax  handle;  when  he  heard 
examiner  was  coming  he  said  he  had  been  examined  enough;  would 
carrv  club  and  kill  vou  if  vou  tried  to  examine  him;  didn't  think  he 
wanted  to  kill  you,  ^*just  his  way  of  talking;"  that  was  one  time  I 
think  he  was  ''off"  his  mind;  threatened  two  years  ago  to  kill  me,  and 
at  time  of  my  marriage  my  parents,  but  not  to  their  face;  1  came  over 
and  was  having  words  with  appellant,  he  joined  in,  said  would  shoot 
me  if  I  didn't  go  home  or  came  back;  swore,  she  swore  too;  much  ill 
feeling  between  her  famih'  and  mine;  1  ran  off  to  get  married,  my 
family  claimed  she  arranged  it;  he  said  would  shoot  them;  didn't  think 
was  any  danger;  "his  way  of  talking;  he  would  make  it  a  common 
thing  to  say  he  would  kill  anyone  he  did  not  like;"  these  show  him  in 
worst  moods,  when  'Mnost  insane:'"  often  swears  at  her  and  othei's, 
and  she  at  him.  both  get  excited  in  talk.     To  appellant's  own  questions, 
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she  answered  she  had  known  appellant  to  begin  quarrels;  can't  now 
recall  instance;  "'  I  am  put  here  to  tell  the  truth  and  have  to  do  it." 

The  following  indicates  the  manner  of  appellant's  examination  of 
witnesses: 

Q.  Well,  don't  we  have  trouble  over  his  spitting  tol>acc()  over  the  stove  and  scent- 
ing the  room  up?  And  he  won't  change  his  clothes;  he  sits  always  in  the  parlor  and 
is  very  filthy;  and  I  haven't  a  doubt  I  went  for  him,  heavy,  too,  sometimes. — A. 
That  is  so. 

Q.  Well,  hasn't  he  gone  over  to  your  house  and  l>egan  on  you  for  nothing,  and 
called  you  everything  he  could  lay  his  tongue  to? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  know  him  to  go  uptown  when  he  was  out  of  his  mind?  I  never 
did;  he  is  sharp  alx)ut  some  things. — A.  No. 

Q.  When  he  goes  up  street  doesn't  he  always  clean  and  dress  up  and  put  on  as 
much  style  as  anyone?    And  Ikj  cussed  at  home. — A.  Most  always.     *    *    * 

Q.  Wasn't  he  sick  alx>ut  three  weeks,  and  I  ha<i  to  keep  a  hired  girl? — A.  He  was 
sick  about  that  long,  and  I  did  the  work  myself;  there  was  no  hire<l  girl. 

To  a  question  by  her  husband  whether  soldier  did  not  threaten  to 
kick  her  out  of  the  house  and  called  her  names  she  answered,  simply, 
yes;  but  when  the  special  examiner  sought  to  cross-examine  her  as  to 
the  details  both  she  and  appellant  objected  vigorously,  the  latter,  the 
examiner  says,  during  such  cross-examination  working  herself  into  a 
furious  passion,  pacing  in  and  out  of  the  room,  denouncing  him  and 
the  witness,  until  Ernest  told  her  she  was  killing  her  cavse.  The  details 
of  this  instance  of  the  soldier's  threat  showing  it  was  the  outcome  of 
a  charge  b}*  appellant  against  the  witness,  while  they  were  at  the  din- 
ner table,  reflecting  upon  her  character  in  connection  with  a  cousin 
recently  visiting  at  her  home  while  she  also  was  there  for  several 
days,  which  charge  she  resented,  and  on  its  repetition  threatened  to 
strike  appellant,  when  the  soldier  intervened  his  threat;  and  on  a  final 
leading  question  b}-  her  husband  as  to  soldier's  acting  demented  with- 
out cause,  she  answered  the  excitement  affected  him  and  caused  him  to 
act  as  he  did,  and  she  didn't  think  a  sane  man  would  have  so  acted. 

Dr.  W.  II.  Pattee  testified  he  had  known  soldier  and  familv  well 
since  they  came  there;  attended  them  at  times  to  two  years  ago,  pre- 
scribing for  the  soldier  once  only,  an  ordinary  sympjithetic  headache 
from  the  stomach,  and  he  knew  of  no  other  ailment,  })ut  heard  him 
speak  of  rheumatism;  and — 

During  all  the  time  I  have  known  him  his  physical  and  mental  comlition  has  l)een 
good,  so  far  as  I  have  known;  he  has  been  up  and  about  as  other  men  of  his  age;  1 
never  knew  or  heard  of  hii^  })eing  confined  to  his  house  for  any  lengtli  of  time.  *  *  * 
1  never  at  any  time  knew  or  heard  of  his  having  any  indication  or  symptom  of  insan- 
ity, derangement  of  the  mind,  or  eccentricity  that  wr)uld  evidence  mental  weakness. 
I  always  regarded  him  as  the  sanest  one  of  the  family.  So  far  as  I  have  known, 
heard,  or  observed  his  mind  and  intelligence  have  at  all  times  lK»en  of  sound  quality 
and  eijual  to  the  average  of  other  and  sane  citizens.  His  convei'sation  is  and  has 
been  quiet,  respectful,  and  coherent.  I  never  knew  it  to  l)e  otherwise.  1  never 
notice<l  he  was  particularly  profane.  »  *  »  i  have  no  knowle<lge  lie  ever  goes 
into  a  passion  easily  or  at  all.     I  never  knew  him  tc)  use  or  threaten  violence. 
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Heard  appellant  only  say  he  was  abusive  and  ugly;  he  comes  and 
goes  as  any  other  man;  does  light  chores  onh'.  To  questions  by 
Ernest  he  said  he  had  no  enmity  during  last  three  years;  not  his  nature 
to  hold  enmity  that  long;  onlj'  difficulty  was  he  refused  to  attend 
longer  until  past  bill  was  paid. 

Dr.  D.  F.  Rae  testified  he  had  known  soldier  well  for  six  years; 
attended  family  but  not  him  except  once  or  twice  for  headache,  "'some 
small  trouble  only;"  no  knowledge  of  any  other  ailment;  appellant 
onl}'^  spoke  of  rheumatism;  during  all  this  time  soldier  seemed  sane  in 
every  way;  conversation  and  conduct  rational  and  connected;  once 
saw  him  excited  and  angry  at  the  house;  he  and  appellant  seemed  to 
have  been  quarreling;  he  was  up  stairs  moving  around,  mther  in  a 
passion — not  loud,  profane;  she  said  he  had  one  of  his  f ts;  had  l>een 
complaining  of  his  head  that  morning;  she  wanted  me  to  give  him 
something;  said  I  wouldn't  unless  he  asked  it;  she  went  up,  came 
back,  told  me  he  said,  or  I  heard  him  say,  "Toll  him  to  go  to  hell;" 
as  I  went  out  through  the  kitchen  he  was  there;  don't  know  he  knew 
I  was  there  till  then;  spoke  very  pleasantly;  asked  him  how  he  was; 
replied,  ''All  right,  if  it  was  not  for  that  damned  woman,"  or  to  that 
effect;  nothing  in  conduct  or  words  to  indicate  insanity;  have  seen 
men  under  like  circumstances  act  worse;  never  heard  of  violence 
except  what  she  said;  never  talked  much  with  Jiim;  beseemed  quiet 
and  tended  to  his  own  business. 

To  questions  by  Ernest,  he  said  he  thought  a  man  in  a  passion  is 
mentally  deranged  to  a  degree  at  the  time;  "it  may  take  that  form;" 
but  recall  she  speaking  of  abusing  her;  sold  him  medicine;  wanted 
alcohol  once  for  cold;  I  told  him  appellant  had  spoken  to  me  about  his 
using  too  nmch  licjuor;  said  she  didn't  know  what  she  was  talking 
about;  I  spoke  to  son  about  it:  said  it  was  all  right;  heard  from  her 
only  that  he  had  private  trouble. 

Dr.  W.  ,C.  Crandall  tcstitied  he  was  formerl}^  in  practice  as  a  physi- 
cian, but  was  then  a  druggist;  that  he  had  known  soldier  and  familj' 
well  since  coming  there;  that  he  usually  got  medicine  for  rheumatism; 
came  alone;  also  bvomide;  alwa3\s  a  very  clean  man;  conversation 
sensible,  well  connected;  never  knew  or  saw  any  sign  of  mental  derange- 
ment, weakness,  lunacy,  or  eccentricity  in  manner,  talk,  or  action; 
heard  none  except  apt)ellant  say  he  was  not  sane;  she  said  so  some 
time  back ;  never  knew  or  heard  of  his  being  in  a  passion  or  swearing 
specially  or  acting  in  extravagant  manner;  mind  seems  as  sound  as 
anvone's;  never  heard  of  violence  or  threats;  "1  do  not  think  there  is 
any  more  peaceable  man  in  the  country;  he  i>  particularly  so." 

To  questions  by  appellant  he  said  he  had  heard  of  her  and  soldier 
quarreling. 

M.  F.  Jacobs,  farmer,  testified  he  had  known  soldier  six  years;  ate 
there;  saw  him  come  alone  and  with  son  to  town  with  ha}';  bought  gro- 
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cenes  alone;  never  knew  or  heard  of  anything  to  indicate  insanity  or 
anything  strange  in  mind;  think  him  sane  as  an^^one;  not  talkative,  but 
goes  about  in  quiet  way;  minds  his  business;  never  saw  him  in  a 
passion  or  heard  of  violence  or  threats;  talk  and  conduct  always 
sensible,  intelligent,  and  connected. 

To  questions  by  Ernest:  Never  saw  him  take  money  for  or  unload 
hay;  never  knew  him  do  business  alone;  appellant  always  did  that. 

George  Washburn,  postmaster,  testified  he  had  known  soldier  well 
five  3'ears;  alwa^'s  found  his  talk  rational  and  well  connected;  never 
noticed  sign  of  insanity  or  eccentricity  of  mind;  think  him  entirely 
sane;  never  saw  him  in  passion,  profiinc,  cv  violent;  always  very  quiet, 
gentlemanly,  well  behaved;  never  heard  of  violence,  except  appellant 
said  he  struck  her;  calls  alone  occasionally,  not  often,  for  mail. 

To  questions  by  Ernest:  Never  heard  of  his  doing  any  business,  and 
do  not  know  it  to  be  acknowledged  fact  about  town  that  he  is  incom- 
petent for  business. 

R.  F.  Tate,  lumber  dealer,  testified  he  had  known  soldier  well  since 
1882-83;  talked  with  him  on  various  subjects;  got  lumber  there  alone, 
but  usually  engaged  by  wife  or  son;  seen  hhn  purchase  small  articles 
at  stores;  always  ver}^  quiet,  well  behaved,  business  like;  at  all  times 
seemed  rational,  sane,  in  good  sense;  think  him  perfectly  sane,  well 
balanced  in  mind;  heard  none  but  appellant  speak  to  the  contrary; 
heard  others  speak  of  report,  but  spoke  as  if  the}"  did  not  believe  it; 
never  saw  in  passion  or  swearing;  never  heard  of  violence  or  threats; 
she  usually  tends  to  business,  and  would  charge  any  lumber  he  might 
get  to  her,  as  know  all  is  in  her  name. 

To  tjuestions  by  Ernest:  Heard  people  say  they  did  not  believe  he 
was  an}"  more  crazy  than  themselves. 

Theodore  Frazel,  merchant  by  trade,  doing  nothing  then,  postmaster 
three  years  to  last  April,  known  soldier  and  famil}'  since  coming  here; 
loaned  them  money  on  land,  she  doing  the  business;  he  always  seemed 
genial,  pleasant,  intelligent,  rational  talker;  ^^at  all  times  that  I  have 
seen  him  or  heard  of  him  he  seemed  in  good,  sound  mind;"  no  word 
or  act  indicating  insanit}',  eccentricity,  or  mental  weakness;  heard 
appellant  claimed  him  insane;  no  knowledge  of  being  specially'  pro- 
fane, passionate,  or  out  of  the  way  at  all;  generally  respected  as  intel- 
ligent, quiet,  offending  none;  never  heard  of  violence  or  threats. 

O.  A.  Burdick,  justice  of  the  peace  and  insurance  agent;  known 
soldier  well  three  3'ears;  seen  him  drive  in  town;  also  with  appellant 
and  son;  never  knew  or  heard  him  insane  or  off  any  way  in  mind; 
alwa3's  appeared  of  normal  mind;  never  saw  in  passion  or  irritable, 
always  quiet  and  agreeable;  no  business  with  him;  she  done  business 
as  far  as  1  knew;  came  to  me  to  execute  vouchers. 

Mary  Anna  Quiggle,  appellant's  niece,  testified  she  first  met  soldier 
five  years  ago;  worked  for  appellant  July  to  fall  in  that  year,  and 
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December,  1887,  to  February,  1888;  he  had  headaches  most  all  time; 
sometimes  all  i*ight  in  mind,  seemed  pleasant;  again,  cross,  irritable, 
passionate;  got  mad  at  me  for  trifles,  my  going  out  or  wife  not  return- 
ing when  she  said;  said  didn't  want  us  to  make  his  bed;  didn't  say  wh}-; 
very  pleasant  about  it;  got  mad  at  chickens,  cows,  and  pigs  would 
get  in  garden,  swore  would  kill  all  oflF;  jealous  if  people  didn't  call  as 
often  as  he  wished;  threatened  to  kill  appellant  when  mad  at  her; 
would  have  struck  her  once,  but  she  took  stick  away  from  him;  never 
knew  him  to  kill,  strike,  or  injure  anyone;  heard  her  swear  at  him; 
often  told  him  if  he  didn't  keep  quiet  would  be  put  back  in  asylum; 
think  he  generally  began  quarrels;  of  course,  she  sometimes  said 
things  he  got  mad  at. 

lona  L.  Blaisdell,  wife  of  Frnnk,  testified  she  has  known  soldier 
since  year  l>efore  marriage,  four  3'ears  before;  before  marriage  heard 
something  the  matter  with  his  mind;  since  genei*ally  appears  weak- 
minded,  childish,  irritable;  few  times  >vas  insane,  wild,  and  savage; 
never  knew  of  anv  violent  act  or  threat;  seemed  to  trv  to  behave 
good  when  I  was  there;  seen  him  very  angry  at  appellant,  swear  at 
and  abuse  her;  heard  her  threaten  to  lock  him  in  his  room  and  send 
to  asylum;  then  he  quieted;  the  worst  I  thought  him  insane  was 
about  a  sick  horse;  when  visiting  me  I  did  not  notice  anything 
particular. 

Of  these  witnesses,  appellant  charges  Jacobs  and  Tate  as  prejudiced 
by  envy  and  jealousy;  of  Dr.  Rae,  that  they  had  a  racket,  he  having 
publich'  made  jocularly  a  vulgar  reference  to  her  in  regard  to  an 
examination  he  was  called  upon  professionally  to  make  of  her  lower 
leg;  of  Dr.  Crandall,  that  he  said  mean  things  of  her,  didn't  believe 
she  was  in  the  Johnstown  flood,  and  that  he  would  give  5^25  to  see  her 
caught  in  a  certain  house,  to  which,  she  says,  the  witness  Frazel 
was  to  take  her  for  purposes  of  seduction;  and  of  the  latter  she  makes 
the  charge  that  he  made  the  attempt,  as  a  result  of  a  conspiracy  to 
this  end,  to  induce  her  to  go  this  house. 

There  is  no  evidence  whatever  in  support  of  these  charges,  except 
that  as  to  Dr.  Rae.  Her  brother  testifies  he  was  present  and  overheard 
Dr.  Rae's  vulgsir  statement.  If  so,  he  appears  not  to  have  resented  it, 
as  a  brother,  it  seems,  naturally  would  do,  and  he  did  not  tell  appellant 
of  it  for  a  year.  Even  if  he  made  this  remark,  it  does  not  appear 
to  have  proceeded  from  any  ill  will  on  his  part,  and  is  certainly  no 
evidence  tending  to  show  he  was  prejudiced  in  testifying.  The  other 
charges,  also,  unsupported  by  any  evidence,  can  not  be  given  any 
consideration  herein.  The  witnesses  are  men  of  good  repute,  and  no 
reason  appears  for  questioning  their  credibility. 

In  response  to  notice  of  reduction  appellant  filed  her  own  aflidavit 
of  March  26,  1890,  above  referred  to,  claiming  rerating  and  increase 
on  account  of  additional  trouble  in  service  of  disease  of  ]>owels,  stating 
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that  he  so  soiled  his  clothes,  and  was  so  abused  because  of  it,  that  she 
took  him  out  of  the  asylum,  and  referring  to  an  accompanying  news- 
paper report  on  abuses  in  said  asylum;  also,  the  following  affidavits: 

Nelson  Lamphier  stated  he  had  known  soldier  since  1885  and  had 
worked  for  him;  that  he  saw  signs  of  insanity,  fits  of  violence,  mel- 
ancholy, despondency,  threatened  suicide;  complained  of  headache 
from  rheumatism.  Appellant  said  he  was  in  an  asylum;  that  it  was  not 
fit  for  a  white  man,  and  he  was  abused.  Heard  him  say  he  was  going 
crazy  when  he  had  the  head  trouble;  called  it  rheumatism  of  the  head; 
sick  in  bed  many  times  with  rheumatism;  helpless  six  weeks,  two 
months  or  more,  in  May  and  June,  1885.  Appellant  had  best  control  of 
him,  mostly  by  kindness,  sometimes  firmness.  He  thought  the  world 
of  her;  was  easily  thrown  off  his  base;  used  awful  talk,  worse  now 
than  then;  only  matter  of  time  when  he  must  go  to  asylum.  Never 
attacked  me;  had  suspicion,  as  he  was  very  abusive  and  out  of  reason 
at  times.  She  told  me  to  do  the  }>est  I  could.  He  had  a  dozen  very 
bad  spells,  especially  in  December,  1889;  threatened  to  kill  her;  pro- 
fane and  vulgar;  a  fit  subject  for  asylum. 

Herman  Slatten  stated  he  had  known  soldier  seven  years.  He  tried 
to  boss  harvesting  in  very  foolish  way.  Then  didn't  know  he  was 
craz}'.  He  was  changeable,  like  a  weathercock;  was  crazy  if  anyone 
ever  is.  In  1889  set  fire  to  prairie  in  wrong  place,  so  it  blew  to  my 
house  and  hay,  and  I  sent  word  to  appellant,  his  guardian,  to  take  care 
of  him.  Heard  he  struck  her  with  ax  handle  when  she  spoke  to  him 
about  it.     No  change  in  him. 

John  B.  Conyne  stated  he  lived  with  soldier's  family  several  months 
in  1886;  had  heard  in  town  before  that  he  had  ])een  in  asylum  and 
appellant  was  his  guardian;  she  did  all  business;  he  never  spoke  unless 
addressed;  to  common  observer  is  well  behaved  on  the  street;  asked 
her  how  much  she  got  for  caring  for  him,  she  showed  me  his  pension 
certificate;  she  was  involved  it  a  suit  for  malicious  prosecution  of  her 
and  attachment  of  exempt  property;  his  attempts  to  boss  the  field 
were  amusing  and  exasperating;  was  not  always  so  bad  he  had  to  be 
locked  in;  would  say  he  felt  he  would  kill  some  one  that  night,  and 
they  better  lock  his  door;  at  tunes  as  crazy  mad  as  anyone  gets;  told 
her  she  ought  to  send  him  to  asylum;  she  said  she  didn't  because  of 
his  bowel  trouble,  which  made  them  abuse  him  there,  so  they  took 
him  out;  when  such  attacks  come  there  is  hardly  any  living  in  the 
house;  has  no  sense  of  propriety;  frequent  outbreaks  of  passion  not 
seen  in  a  man  unless  crazv  or  drunk;  not  drunk  in  his  case;  she  had 
tried  to  keep  public  ignorant  that  he  is  crazy,  because  many  are 
frightened  to  know  it;  have  tried  to  show  why  1  believe  him  insane; 
she  never  sleeps  with  him,  but  in  room  below;  son  and  I  across  hall; 
I  saw  that  his  door  was  locked. 
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Frank  Lightfoot  stated  he  had  known  soldier  six  years;  close  neigh- 
bor in  1889;  is  habitually  ugly,  irritable,  cross,  frequent  violent  fit« 
of  rage  without  provocation,  hideous  noises  and  sci*eams,  as  if  in  great 
rage,  without  cause,  except  as  arose  from  disordered  mind;  attacks 
anyone.  In  December,  1889,  1  went  to  his  house  for  water;  he  asked 
violent!}'  what  I  was  doing;  drove  me  away  with  most  abusive  epi- 
thets and  violent  tones;  such  not  confined  to  any  one  class,  but  to 
any  and  all;  had  no  trouble  or  difficulty  with  him  to  excuse  such;  is 
"commonly  regarded  as  an  insane  person,  whose  insanity  assumes  a 
dangerous  form  at  times,  as  above  stated." 

Dr.  C.  K.  Bartlett,  superintendent  of  the  asylum,  stated  soldier  was 
legally  committed,  a  second  time,  on  March  20,  1890,  by  the  Otter- 
tail  County  court. 

Also  a  certified  copy  of  the  report  of  Drs.  Duncan  and  McLean, 
jurors  appointed  bv  said  court,  finding  soldier  insane  March  12,  ISliO; 
and  a  letter,  dated  March  l-i,  1890,  by  C.  E.  Chapman,  judge  of  said 
court,  that  appellant  came  to  him  about  the  suspension  of  pension  and 
applied  for  soldier's  commitment,  as  she  had  no  means,  without  the 
pension,  for  his  support,  presenting  affidavits  tending  to  show  his 
condition;  told  her  it  looked  little  suspicious,  "and  1  know  that  the 
proceeding  has  been  so  regarded  by  some  of  her  neighbors;"  appointed 
as  examiners  members  of  pension  board  as  they  had  heard  inimoi-s  and 
were  inclined  to  believe  him  not  insane;  half  hour's  conversation  with 
him  alone,  she  and  others  excluded,  "  satisfied  both  doctors  and  m3'self 
that  he  was  insane,"  and  had  corroborative  testimony  afterwards; 
periodical,  at  times  apparently  rational,  totally  incapacitated  for  any 
business  and  practically  for  manual  labor,  except  chores;  dangerous 
to  be  at  large  alone. 

On  April  8, 1890,  said  judge  again  wrote  that  since  his  former  letter 
he  had  received  several  from  residents  of  Pelican  Rapids,  one  signed 
by  20  or  30,  claiming  the  insanity  proceeding  was  "a  put  up  job  to 
secure  that  pension;"  that  deception  was  possible,  especially  with  sol- 
diers connivance,  as  commitment  was  made  largely  on  his  own  testi- 
mony; that  he  would  suggest  office  investigate,  as  he  didn't  want  to  l>e 
used  to  further  corrupt  schemes. 

Superintendent  Bartlett's  letter  of  September  27,  1890,  has  already 
been  referred  to. 

On  January  2,  1891,  there  was  filed  a  petition,  stating  the  under- 
signed— 

have  reason  to  l^lieve  and  know  that  Mrs.  M.  J.  Blaisdell  and  hushand  have  Ijeen 
maliciously  i>er8ecuted  by  a  numl)er  of  people  in  this  village  (Pelican  Rapids)  for  no 
other  reason  than  envy  and  jealousy.  Mr.  Blaisdell  is  an  invalid.  Mrs.  Blaisdell  is 
his  legally  appointed  guardian.  She  is  in  ever>'  way  worthy  of  the  care  of  her  hus- 
band, as  she  is  an  intelligent,  resi)ectable,  and  moral  woman. 

Signed  by  35  people,  including  the  postmiuster,  two  justices  of  the 
peace.  Congregational  minister  (who  sUites,  "she  is  a  member  of  my 
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congregation.  I  have  known  Mr,  and  Mrs.  Blaisdell  for  nearly  two 
yeai*s.  I  have  always  found  them  to  be  upright  and  honorable  peo- 
ple''), count}'  treasurer,  court  commissioner,  several  attorneys,  and 
the  count}'  attorney.  Petition  forwarded  by  Hon.  S.  G.  Comstock, 
Member  of  Congress,  with  letter  by  Hon.  C.  K.  Davis,  Senator,  stat- 
ing there  is  a  general  impression  in  the  State  that  the  soldier  has  been 
misrepresented  and  misjudged. 

In  a  letter  June  14, 1891,  to  the  Assistant  Secretary,  appellant  stated 
she  had  won  her  suit  against  certain  parties  for  persecution  and  defa- 
mation of  her. 

The  affidavits  filed  in  1893,  on  notice  of  reduction,  have  already  l)een 
abstracted  herein  so  far  as  they  were  material  to  the  question  of  title 
to  the  first-grade  rate  since  July,  1893.  M.  A.  Burbank  then  stated, 
also,  that  when  he  saw  the  soldier  in  1868  he  was  very  much  broken  in 
health,  not  capable  of  performing  much  manual  labor  on  account  of 
rheumatism,  and  mind  was  not  as  sound  and  bright  as  formerly;  that 
on  next  meeting  him  in  1870  he  was  pained  to  notice  how  rapidly  he 
had  failed  physically  and  mentally,  and  he  learned  he  was  totally  unfit 
for  business  or  support  of  family;  and  in  1892,  when  he  next  saw  him, 
he  was  very  feeble,  mentally  and  physically,  and  he  believes  needed 
constant  care  and  treatment.  And  Mary  Phelps,  in  her  affidavit 
already  referred  to,  stated  that  in  1884  when  she  worked  for  appel- 
lant, the  latter  used  a  galvanic  battery  on  soldier;  that  he  never 
worked,  seemed  crazy,  every  one  thought  so,  someone  always  watched 
him,  she  did  all  business,  was  strong  temperance  worker,  and  got  many 
mad  at  her;  1  was  afraid  of  him,  but  don't  think  he  ever  hurt  any  one, 
though  acted  as  if  going  to. 

The  soldier's  final  commitment  to  the  asylum  was  August  13,  1895, 
two  weeks  before  his  death.  The  report  of  the  jury  which  then  exam- 
ined him  stated  he  was  QS  years  of  age;  well  educated;  had  attacks  con- 
tinually since  1871,  lasting  for  some  hours  to  some  days;  first  symp- 
toms in  1861  (1871)  and  1875,  trying  to  kill  his  wife;  disease  variable, 
not  at  regular  intervals;  deranged  now  on  subject  of  persecution;  dis- 
position to  injure  others;  suicide  never  attempted;  disposed  to  filthy 
habits  and  destruction  of  clothing,  etc. ;  insanity  of  ancestry  not  known; 
not  addicted  to  intemperance;  not  su})ject  to  ""any  severe  disease,  to 
epilepsy,  to  convulsions  in  any  form;''  been  confined  in  close  room; 
''supposed  cause  of  disease  not  known;''  loss  of  memory  and  will 
and  incoherent  statements. 

On  special  examination  in  1896  the  following  testimony  as  to  said 
commitment  was  given: 

Dr.  R.  N.  Reynolds,  who  then  examined  soldier,  testified  that  was 
his  first  acquaintance  with  him;  that  soldier  was  then  in  a  dying  con- 
dition and  mind  was  completely  gone;  general  muscular  paresis,  more 
pronounced  on  one  side,  which  don't  remember;  walked  with  difficulty; 
ideas  all   confused,  no   concentration  for  a  moment;  memory  much 
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enfeebled,  nearly  gone;  did  not  make  general  ph\^sical  examination; 
both  he  and  Dr.  Magelson,  now  dead,  who  also  examined  him,  were  of 
opinion  he  was  of  unsound  mind,  and  so  certified;  principal  ground  of 
commitment  was  delusion  of  persecution;  he  barricaded  himself  in  his 
room  and  kept  a  cudgel,  appellant  said  and  he  admitted;  no  other  tes- 
timonj^  except  of  one  or  two  that  he  was  found  wandering  in  woods; 
he  could  not  tell  where  he  lived;  gave  some  place  perhaps  he  has  never 
been;  didn't  seem  to  comprehend  questions;  character  of  insanity 
chronic  and  depressed;  very  quiet  at  trial;  we  were  governed  mainly 
by  her  history,  other  testimony,  and  his  apparent  feeble  condition. 

Hans  Bugge,  county  attorney,  testified  he  conducted  said  proceed- 
ing, which  was  his  only  knowledge  of  soldier;  that  proceeding  was 
regular;  that  appellant  and  others  testified  soldier  kept  club  and  knife 
in  his  room,  and  wanted  club  with  him  all  the  time;  seemed  to  have 
no  memory;  couldn't  tell  age  or  where  he  lived,  otherwise  rational  in 
talk;  on  this  delusion  and  imbecility  of  mind  doctors  committed  him 
to  asylum  as  best  place  for  him  in  his  condition. 

J.  A.  Faulds  testified  (besides  as  already  referred  to  herein)  that  he 
was  the  only  other  witness  on  said  trial  besides  appellant  and  said 
physicians;  soldier's  mind  was  weak  and  wandering;  eyes  wild  and 
rolled  peculiar;  can't  recall  any  eccentricity  in  talk;  eyes  then  wilder 
and  talk  more  rambling  than  before;  never  saw  him  wild  or  violent  or 
threatening;  quiet  disposition;  didn't  know  he  was  dangerous  till  saw 
what  he  had  done;  opinion  based  mainly  on  what  have  been  told;  went 
with  him  to  asylum;  then  restless  on  the  tmin;  wanted  to  get  off  for 
a  while ;  didn't  have  much  to  say ;  feeble,  but  could  walk  a  short  distance 
without  help;  when  he  called  on  him  in  May,  1895,  he  complained  his 
left  side  was  numb  and  his  bowels  bothered  him. 

The  superintendent  of  the  asylum,  Dr.  W.  O.  Mann,  testified  he 
examined  soldier  August  13, 1895,  on  admission,  and  the  records  show 
his  nutrition  and  muscular  development  were  normal;  countenance 
dull;  temperature,  99.4;  pulse,  ()G;  arhythmic,  full;  heart  action  slow, 
sounds  indistinct,  systolic  murmur;  respiratory  murmur  diminished 
in  both  lungs;  respiration,  19;  urine  normal;  can  not  stand  with  eyes 
closed;  gait  unsteady ;  reflexes  diminished;  pupils  react  to  light  and 
accommodation;  insanitv  mild  form;  and  he  testified  further  that 
insanitv  was  characterized  bv  loss  of  memory  and  inabilitv  to  con- 
trol  sphincter;  emotions  dull;  conversation  slow,  hesitating,  answers 
onlv  after  nmch  urgfinij  and  then  in  irritational  manner;  verv  filthv; 
on  August  19  took  no  notice  of  surroundings  or  what  was  said  to  him, 
became  weaker,  comatose  on  24th  and  until  he  died;  death  due  to 
organic  dementia  and  exhaustion;  only  knowledge  of  remote  cause  is 
history  of  apoplex}'  given  by  wife:  treatment,  rest  in  bed,  cimicifuga, 
later  stimulants. 

Appellant   testified  further,  in   1896,  in  addition  to  that  already 
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referred  to  herein,  that  from  his  return  from  the  asylum  in  1890  the  sol- 
dier had  a  pain  in  the  left  side  and  hip,  worse  during  spells,  and  going 
to  his  head,  suffered  a  great  deal  with  neuralgia  of  the  heart,  kidney 
trouble,  and  pains  from  the  kidneys  to  the  bladder,  and  was  unable  to 
control  his  bowels;  the  whole  left  side  and  sciatic  region  principally 
involved,  with  numbness  down  the  leg  and  under  the  foot,  and  during 
spells  a  sense  of  pushing  up  in  the  top  of  his  head,  and  was  then  dis- 
posed to  destroy  furniture  and  threatened  to  kill  himself  and  others; 
had  a  great  averson  to  water,  and  they  had  great  trouble  to  get  him  to 
bathe;  he  read  a  great  deal  and  did  light  farm  work,  and  could  have 
done  considerable  but  for  piles  and  rheumatism,  and  except  as  to  direct- 
ing or  managing  work;  side  became  worse  in  July,  1895,  and  went 
down,  numbness  from  knees  to  toes  on  outside  of  leg;  sharp  pain  at 
times  in  left  groin;  about  August  3  became  dizzy,  objects  floated,  look- 
ing at  a  little  shop  he  saw  six  buildings,  he  said;  face  flushed,  heavy 
headache,  gait  unsteady  after  this,  deflected  to  the  right;  mind  col- 
lapsed, too  feeble  to  be  rational;  worst  spell  was  in  June;  when  I 
wanted  wire  around  cows  he  objected  ''just  through  stubbornness," 
broke  chair,  throwing  it  on  the  floor. 

Dr.  Peake  then  testified  further  that  when  called  to  treat  the  soldier 
in  May,  1895,  there  was  sciatica  of  left  side,  and  no  other  complaint 
was  made,  but  appellant  gave  history  of  others,  including  paralysis  of 
left  side,  for  which  he  examined  soldier,  but  found  no  evidence  thereof 
and  he  seemed  to  lay  no  stress  upon  it;  there  was  heart  trouble,  pulse 
58  or  60,  full  and  regular;  sensations  of  left  leg  normal,  including  skin 
and  knee  reflex,  latter  a  little  exaggerated;  some  abnormal  rectal  con- 
dition; nothing,  he  thinks,  was  said  of  insanity  or  being  demented 
except  history  of  former,  "no  abnormal  mental  condition,"  ''talked 
as  rational  as  anyone,"  drove  around  town,  worked  in  garden;  same 
condition  in  July  and  on  August  1 ;  often  saw  him  in  town  after  first  visit, 

and  I  never  detected  any  evidence  of  insanity  either  in  his  conversation  or  his  man- 
ners or  habits.  The  man  was  suffering  with  a  progressive  ner\^ous  disorder,  probably 
having  its  origin  many  years  ago.  There  was  a  weakened  and  diseased  condition  of 
the  spinal  cord.  His  condition  resembled  the  gradual  approach  of  locomotor  ataxia; 
there  was  a  lack  of  tone  to  his  nervous  system,  and  he  seemed  weakened  and 
depressed;  and  I  prescribed  medicine  to  reach  the  spinal  cord  in  July  and  as  long  as 
under  my  care. 

Frank's  wife,  he  says,  asked  him  if  he  thought  it  safe  for  her  and 
her  children  to  remain  there,  to  which  he  answered  he  '^ didn't  think 
there  was  (danger),"  but  she  was  best  judge;  and  appellant  asked  him 
in  August  if  he  didn't  think  soldier  insane,  to  which  he  replied, ''  Mrs. 
Blaisdell,  I  think  you  are  the  craziest  one  of  the  two,"  and  she  said  then 
she  didn't  want  anything  more  to  do  with  him,  and  they  have  not  been 
on  speaking  terms  since;  that  his  bill  has  not  been  paid,  but  the 
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county  ly  supposed  to  pa)"  that;  that  he  is  not  biased  or  prejudiced, 
however,  in  his  testimony. 

lona  L.  Blaisdell,  Fi-ank's  wife,  then  testified  she  lived  at  soldier'8 
a  good  part  of  time  from  August,  1894;  he  was  weak-  minded  in 
many  respects,  spells  were  worse,  very  irritable,  out  of  temper  at 
littl(5  things,  threw  things  around  the  house,  a  pail  of  water,  and  pan 
of  biscuits;  fits  got  worse;  became  afmid  of  him,  as  physician  said  I 
was  to  judge  as  to  it  being  safe,  then  1  took  my  children  away;  com- 
plained of  his  heart,  rheumatism,  left  leg  numb  from  hip  down,  severe 
headaches,  some  head  trouble  came  on  occasionally,  saw  double,  dizzy, 
about  August  1  a  severe  stroke  of  paralysis,  grew  rapidly  worse, 
collapsed  mentally,  mind  wandering,  asked  appellant  about  a  watch 
he  had  not  had  for  years;  wandered  off  to  neighbor's  evening  before 
going  to  as^'lum,  on  return  said  he  hadn't  been  there,  didn't  remember 
he  had  left  pail  of  water  standing  at  the  pigpen;  understood  he  had 
one  or  two  prior  strokes. 

\V.  F.  Whitmore  says  he  met  appellant  evening  before  soldier  went 
to  asylum  looking  for  him,  said  he  had  l>een  acting  queer  and  was 
afraid  he  had  drowned  himself;  I  went  to  King's,  found  he  had 
just  left;  he  soon  returned  to  his  house,  said  had  been  walking  and  got 
lost,  didn't  know  where  he  had  been;  denied  had  been  at  King's,  but 
had  talked  to  some  woman;  as  rational  and  intelligent  as  any  one  at 
times,  again,  something  certainly  the  matter;  wanted  me-  to  go  to 
postoffice  with  him  once,  afraid  he  would  get  dizzy  and  fall,  blood 
seemed  to  rush  to  head,  said  top  of  head  ^'was  loose  and  all  a  jelly," 
"would  fly  off  some  day  and  then  the  devil  would  be  to  pay  sure,"  in 
bad  condition  before  going  away,  one  eyG  seemed  to  be  drawn  down 
shut;  eyes  had  wild  look,  would  sit  and  stare,  vacant  look,  didn't  seem 
to  notice  or  want  to  say  nuich,  would  rouse  when  questioned  and  talk 
some. 

Ida  King  sa^s  the  soldier  just  dropped  in  the  evening  before  going 
awa\';  used  to  drop  in  every  few  days;  nothing  peculiar  in  manner  or 
talk;  as  sensible  as  anyone;  like  any  neighbor;  said  he  was  going 
away;  never  saw  anything  wrong  about  the  man  to  lead  me  to  think 
he  was  insane;  put  out  a  nice  garden  in  18J)5. 

John  T.  King  also  testified  he  thought  soldier  ''just  as  sane  as  any 
man;"  had  seen  him  ver^-mad,  but  ''just  like  any  man  with  a  temper;" 
civil  to  strangers  even  then;  appellant  the  only  one  he  knew  him  to  be 
mad  at;  they  quarreled;  "  she  would  call  him  as  bad  names  as  he  called 
her,"  and  ''as  long  as  I  have  known  Mr.  Blaisdell  (six  3- ears)  1  never 
knew  him  to  do  or  sa\' anything  that  made  me  believe  he  was  insane;" 
able  to  work  till  shortly  before  taken  away;  cut  his  own  wood  and  put 
out  a  garden. 

Caroline  Markerson,  who  had  known  soldier  four  3'ears  and  lived  on 
adjoining  lot,  says  he  was  running  down  in  health,  nervous,  is  all  she 
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can  say;  once  only  heard  him  holler,  so  she  jumped,  as  she  is  nervous; 
appellant  said  he  had  bad  spells,  but  didn't  see  anything  of  them; 
never  saw  or  heard  anything  to  make  me  think  him  insane. 

Zilpha  A.  EUithorpe  says  she  lived  a  quarter  of  a  mile  from  soldier 
from  December,  1894;  that  she  always  supposed  from  looks  he  was 
out  of  his  right  mind;  had  spells;  he  said  he  didn't  know  what  the 
matter  was;  something  broke  in  his  head;  eyes  wrong  some  way  a 
few  weeks  before  he  went  away;  a  few  days  before  asked  his  way 
home;  heard  appellant  sa\'  he  threatened  her  with  knife*,  never  saw 
him  do  anything  out  of  the  wa}'. 

Elmira  T.  Crandall  testified  she  had  known  appellant  ten  3'ears; 
that  appellant  came  to  her  house  in  spring  of  1895  and  said  soldier 
had  threatened  that  morning  to  kill  her  with  a  knife. 

The  special  examiner  says  the  two  Kings  were  friendl}"  with  the 
soldier,  but  not  with  appellant;  that  Dr.  Peake  was  of  good  profes- 
sional and  personal  repute,  with  no  prejudice;  that  Faulds  was  of 
doubtful  credibilit}^;  that  lona  L.  Blaisdell  and  Whitmore  were  biased 
for  appellant,  but  tried  to  be  fair;  that  Caroline  S.  Markerson  was 
conscientious.  His  examination,  which  was  begun  on  notice  under 
directions  to  make  exhaustive  as  to  insanity,  was  terminated  under  a 
subse<iuent  order  of  the  Commissioner  that  examination  need  not  be 
extended;  that  information  as  to  chaiticter  and  fact  of  insanity  while 
in  asylum,  and  immediate  and  remote  cause  of  death  was  desired,  and 
that  ex  parte  examination  would  be  sufficient.  All  the  witnesses 
examined  by  him,  except  the  two  Kings  and  Olsen,  whom  ai)pellant 
"forbade"  him  to  examine,  were,  the  examiner  says,  examined  at  her 
request. 

The  certificates  of  examination  may,  with  propriety,  be  reviewed 
herein  by  themselves  in  order,  as  follows: 

The  first,  in  September,  1868, ''  not  ordered,"  is  exceedingl)'  meager, 
and  states  merely  that  there  was  occasionally  a  little  pain  in  the  left 
leg,  not  enough  to  lame  any,  "  works  on  the  farm  and  gets  full  wages." 
This  surgeon  is  alleged  to  have  been  at  bitter  enmity  with  Dr.  Willson, 
the  soldier's  physician  at  that  time;  and  there  is  evidence  tending  to 
support  this  allegation,  besides,  as  seen  from  the  foregoing  transcript, 
evidence  tending  to  controvert  the  finding  of  said  surgeon  as  to  the 
degree  of  disability. 

Dr.  BrownelFs  official  certificate  of  July  2,  1873,  states  the  soldier's 
general  appearance  was  one  of  poor  health,  and  that  the  disability 
found  was  *' permanent  though  variable  in  degree." 

The  constant  pain  located  in  spinal  muscles,  the  continual  aching  and  frequent 
severe  exacerbations  of  pain  in  the  left  sciatic  nerve  (sciatica),  oi)erating  on  a  system 
already  impovished  by  malaria  and  rheumatism,  result  in  a  constant  depression  of 
the  vital  j)owers.  Quite  a  degree  of  tenderness  exists  over  the  last  two  dorsal  and 
first  two  lumbar  vertebrae  on  pressure;  immediately  l)elow  this  region  a — to  the 
patient-^dead  feeling  seems  to  exist — anesthesia;  with  these,  sexual  desire  is  almost 
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entirely  lost;  he  has  not  the  ability  or  strength  of  passion  to  perform  the  sexual  act, 
only  at  remote  times — chronic  albuminuria,  variable,  with  irritability  of  urination. 
Undoubtedly  a  not  very  careful  life  has  aided  rather  than  hindered  the  increase  of 
these  troubles,  yet,  from  a  two  years*  and  more  acquaintance  with  the  man,  I  feel 
safe  in  saying  that  such  increase    *    *    *    [torn  off]. 

Dr.  Force's  certificate  of  March  3,  1875,  states — 

Soldier  was  "suffering  from  nonfebrile  rheumatism,  affecting  the  sheaths  of  the 
spinal  nerves,  with  a  complication  of  sciatic  neuralgia!  There  is  a  good  deal  of  tender- 
ness, on  pressure,  over  the  lower  part  of  the  spine  and  along  the  course  of  the  sciatic. 
There  is  considerable  constitutional  disturbance,  owing  to  loss  of  sleep  and  pain. 
His  mind  of  late  has  not  been  as  active  as  of  old,  and  he  is  unable  to  attend  to  ordi- 
nary business  affairs,  throwing  the  whole  burden  upon  his  wife.  1  have  known  the 
case  for  nearly  three  years,  and  am  satisfied  he  is  unable  to  perform  much  manual 
labor,  from  the  causes  aforesaid.'*  Disability  *' probably  permanent.*'  Two-thirds 
third  grade,  $12. 

Dr.  Force's  certificate  of  September  -i,  1877,  was  almost  literal 
duplicate  of  his  former  certificate;  the  principal  deviation  being: 

There  is  continual  constitutional  disturbance,  owing  to  loss  of  sleep  and  pain,  and 
it  unquestionably  affects  his  mind  to  a  considerable  degree. 

Dr.  Neal's  certificate  of  October  17,  1879,  states  he  found  sciatic 
neuralgia,  pain  on  pressure  over  greater  sciatic  notch  and  any  point 
over  left  great  sciatic  nerve;  left  toot  seems  to  have  somewhat  lower 
temperature  than  right;  no  atrophy  or  contractions;  rheumatism,  ten- 
derness over  lumbar  muscles  and  those  of  neck  and  at  many  points  at 
angle  of  ribs  and  near  sternum,  more  on  left  side;  pain  on  motion  in 
nearly  every  part  of  body;  muscular  movements  slow  and  hesitating; 
quite  lame,  account  of  sciatica  of  left  thigh  and  leg;  frequent  attacks 
migraine;  believe  it  from  general  condition,  piles;  numerous  inflamed 
tumors,  mostly  internal;  tongue  fissured  and  coated;  abdomen  pro- 
tuberant and  tender;  frequent  urination;  urine  acid;  brick  dust;  no 
albumin;  general  condition  decidedly  poor;  skin  waxy;  imperfect 
assimilation;  muscular  system  flabby;  possibly  fatty  degeneration  of 
internal  organs;  disabilit}'^  permanent. 

Dr.  Barber,  in  his  certificate  of  April  14, 1881,  states  he  found  rheu- 
matism, severe  paroxysmal  attacks  of  pain,  ''from  I  notch"  down  the 
sciatic  nerve;  rheumatism,  more  or  less,  all  the  time;  $18;  softening 
of  brain;  pale,  spare,  not  emaciated;  clear,  intelligent  eye;  pupil  nor- 
mal; no  deformit}"  or  depression  in  cranium;  tongue  clean;  appetite 
fair;  ringing  in  ears  all  the  time;  constant  headache;  memory  poor; 
impotent;  vsays  has  times  he  docs  not  know  what  he  is  about,  and  wife 
and  children  says  he  is  at  times  insane  and  irresponsible;  $15. 

The  Philadelphia  board,  of  two  members,  stated  in  their  certificate  of 
February  1,  1882,  that  soldier's  weight  was  125  pounds  (40  pounds 
less  than  the  other  certificates  stated);  height,  5  feet  8  inches;  that  he 
alleges  rheumatism  in  service  and  attacks  since;  malaria  and  ague  for 
four  or  five  years  after  discharge;  no  structural  joint  changes,  beai*t 
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Domial;  no  rheumatism  or  ordinary  sequelae  visible,  nor  atrophy  of 
Jimbs,  patellar  reflex  and  coordination  all  right;  alleges  insanit}^  sub- 
jective; severe  headaches  at  uncertain  intervals;  wife  describes  para- 
lytic seizure  three  years  ago — says  right  arm  and  left  side  face  were 
palsied;  no  positive  signs  of  syphilis,  but  right  clavicle  seems  rough 
and  says  has  noctural  pains;  careful  examination  urine,  no  signs  kidney 
disease,  loaded  with  urates,  specific  gravity  1028;  retina  congested, 
disk  normal;  alleges  loss  sexual  power;  ''  there  may  be  inflammatory 
thickening  of  the  membranes  of  the  brain,  the  result  of  cerebal  rheu- 
matism, which  he  describes  and  which  may  explain  his  mental  condi- 
tion." Properly  rated,  if  his  and  wife's  statements  substantiated,  ''but 
his  alleged  insanity  should  be  fully  proved." 

The  full  board  at  Mankato,  Minn.,  certified  April  28,  1890,  soldier 
fairly  well  nourished,  fauces  red,  tongue  red,  fissured,  hands  and  feet 
clammy  and  cold,  evidence  of  rheumatism  in  large  joints,  apparent  b}' 
crepitus  and  stiffness,  most  marked  left  shoulder  joint,  sensitive  over 
sciatic  nerves,  no  lumbago,  heart  impulse  6th  interspace  one  inch  left 
of  nipple,  percussion  shows  area  greater  than  normal,  action  irregular, 
sounds  tumultuous;  rectum  ulcemted,  constant  muco-purulent  dis- 
charge; sullen  and  morose,  has  guardian  and  asylum  attendant,  answers 
questions  stupid  and  uncertain  manner,  memory  very  poor,  sight 
natural,  hearing  a  little  obtuse,  reflex  patella  normal,  unable  to  say 
whether  has  suicidal  or  homicidal  tendency,  appears  depressed  and 
liable  to  fits  passion  at  times,  though  has  reputation  of  being  verj^ 
quiet  and  orderly  in  asylum,  "after  exhausting  all  the  resources  at 
our  command  in  this  examination,  we  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that 
claimant  is  of  a  weak  and  infirm  mind,  not  capable  of  taking  care  of 
himself,  and  partially  dependent  on  others  for  that  attention  and  judg- 
ment which  is  necessarv  for  his  comfort  and  necessities.  We  conclude 
the  present  pathological  condition  is  due  to  rheumatism  and  cerebral 
disease;  and  from  existing  condition  and  soldier's  history,  given  by 
himself,  probable  disability  was  incurred  in  service  as  claimed,  and 
not  aggravated  or  prolonged  b^^  vicious  habits;  ten -eighteenths;  rheu- 
matism, second  grade,  mental  infirmit3\"  The  medical  referee,  in 
approving  for  "  cerebral  softening  and  insanity,  sequential  to  rheuma- 
tism/' January  22, 1882,  stated,  "this  action  based  upon  the  hypothesis 
that  the  insanity  is  satisfactorily  proved,  of  which  1  have  doubt." 

On  January  6,  1891,  the  medical  referee  rendered  an  advisory  opin- 
ion, the  claim  being  on  appeal,  reviewing  at  length  the  evidence  and 
concluding  that,  as  the  lay  testimony  was  so  conflicting,  a  medical  opin- 
ion can  onl}'  be  safely  based  on  the  medical  testimony,  from  which  he 
found  that  soldier  was  iuvsane  "  in  no  sense,"  but  at  times  irritable  and 
hypochondriacal  from  sufferings,  and  that  in  his  opinion  ^0  per  month 
would  be  liberal. 
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In  another  opinion,  June  26,  1893,  he  stated,  from  all  the  evidence, 
he  was  of  opinion  soldier  wa^  not  insane,  and  never  had  softening  of 
the  brain,  and — 

From  a  medical  standpoint  all  the  symptoms  of  insanity  shown  could  have  l>e€n 
assumed  for  a  purpose,  and  it  is  believed  that  they  were  tissumed  for  the  purpose  of 
deceiving  and  thereby  defrauding  the  Government  out  of  a  largely  increased  [lension. 
It  would  appear  that  both  the  guardian  and  the  soldier  connived  to  do  this,  and  that 
some  of  the  witnesses  (those  who  lived  with  the  guardian  several  months)  were 
victims  of  this  deception. 

Opinion  based  on  Special  Examiner  Williams's  report;  reconmiends 
reduction  to  $10  and  recovery. 

And  on  September  15, 1893,  he  rendered  the  lengthy  opinion  already 
quoted  herein. 

A  number  of  newspaper  clips  and  printed  slips,  some  signed  by 
appellant,  some  not,  giving  the  history  of  soldier's  claims  and  of  his 
and  her  own  insanity  proceedings,  were  filed  at  different  times.  In 
one  signed  by  her,  tiled  Januar\'  31, 1900,  it  is  stated  the  soldier,  after 
transfer  to  the  Fergus  Falls  asylum  in  1890,  was  ''secretly  discharged 
as  cured." 

Appellant  hei*self ,  it  seems,  was  at  one  time,  probably  in  189-4, 
found  by  a  commission  of  the  Otteiiail  County  court  to  be  insane, 
but  on  appeal  the  law,  under  which  such  commission  acted  was  held  to 
be  unconstitutional,  and  she  was  released. 

Many  letters  by  members  of  Congress  and  others  have  been  filed 
which  are  not  referred  to  herein,  as  they  add  nothing  to  the  case. 
Much  already  given  herein  may  be  cumulative,  but  with  a  desire  to  do 
complete  justice  in  the  case  every  material  item  of  evidence  has  l>een, 
it  is  believed,  incorporated  in  this  opinion,  so  that  its  conclusions  may 
be  seen  to  be  fully  warranted. 

A  noticeable  feature  of  this  evidence  is  the  marked  contrast  between 
the  majority  of  the  affidavits  filed  and  the  testimon}^  in  some  cases 
even  of  the  same  persons,  taken  on  special  examination;  the  former 
constituting  almost  the  only  favorable  evidence,  and  the  latter,  exclud- 
ing the  testimony  of  the  soldier's  own  family,  being  almost  unani- 
mously adverse  to  the  contention  that  soldier  was  insane.  It  is 
noticeable  also  that  few  of  those  not  related  whose  affidavits  ^vere  tiled 
were  interviewed  on  special  examination,  and  that  some  who  were  so 
interviewed  then  testitied  contrary  to  their  affidavits. 

A  reasonable  and  probable  cause  for  this  discrepancy  in  the  evi- 
dence lies  in  the  fact  of  the  forceful  personality  of  this  appellant. 
The  natural  inference  from  her  conduct  throughout  the  prosecution 
of  this  claim  is  that  said  affidavits  were,  to  a  greater  or  less  extent,  of 
her  own  dictation,  as  that  of  Dr.  Force  is  clearly  shown  to  have,  in 
fact,  been.  Her  unseemly  attempts  to  influence  witnesses  on  or  prior 
to  special  examination  tends  to  support  this  inference.     The  language 
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of  said  aflSdavits,  in  many  instances  almost  identical,  especially  with 
that  in  her  own  affidavits,  tends  also  to  support  such  inference.  As 
Dr.  Force  says,  ''  as  explaining  how  I  might  have  signed  that  affidavit 
I  would  also  refer  to  the  strenuous  and  vehement  importunities  with 
which  Mrs.  Blaisdell  prosecutes  her  claim."  Many  witnesses  admit 
that  all  they  know  of  soldier's  condition  was  from  her  statements. 

This  doubtless  accounts  also  for  the  numerous  signatures  to  the  two 
petitions  mentioned,  the  only  signers  of  which  who  testified  on  special 
examination  also  repudiated,  almost  wholly,  the  statements  in  the 
petition  signed  by  them. 

This  undoubted  influence  of  appellant  in  the  preparation  of  these 
affidavits  and  petitions  must  be  considered  in  weighing  them  as  evi- 
dence; and  to  the  fact  of  this  influence  was  doubtless  due,  to  some 
extent,  the  failure  to  interview  more  of  said  affiants  and  petitioners; 
although  in  1882,  more  were  not  interviewed,  possibly,  because  of  the 
fact  the  claim  was  withdrawn  from  the  special  examiner,  by  order  of 
the  Commissioner,  before  completion  by  him  of  his  examination. 

These  favorable  affiants  should,  however,  have  been  particularly 
cross-examined,  especially  Lars  C.  Hagen,  who  appears  to  be  the  only 
one,  except  relations  of  the  soldier,  who  claims  to  have  been  attacked 
with  violence  by  the  latter.  Such  affiants,  especially,  whose  affidavits 
tend  to  establish  prima  facie  the  claim,  should,  as  a  rule,  be  cross- 
examined  by  a  special  examiner,  when  a  claim  has  been  assigned  to 
him  for  investigation.  Were  there  not,  in  this  case,  such  ample  and 
sufficient  credible  testimony  upon  which  to  base  a  decision,  the  failure 
to  cross-examine  so  manj'^  of  these  affiants  might  be  assignable  as 
error,  and  held  to  be  such  error  as  would  warrant  further  special 
examination. 

These  affidavits,  however,  can  but  be  judged,  in  the  light  of  all  the 
facts  and  the  testimony,  as  of  doubtful  weight,  and  they  certainly  can 
not  be  accepted  to  controvert  the  testimony  taken  on  special  examina- 
tion and  the  certificates  of  medical  examination.  It  is  at  best  onlv  ex 
parte  testimony,  a  very  weak  kind  of  evidence,  and  while  considered 
in  the  general  weighing  of  the  evidence  it  is  entitled  to  and  can  be 
given  but  little  effect  and  weight. 

Increase  was  claimed  herein  on  account  of  alleged  insanitj^and  cere- 
bral softening.  The  question  of  insanity  or  of  cerebral  softening  from 
a  legal  standpoint  is  of  no  importance.  The  question  is  important 
herein  from  a  medical  standpoint  only,  whether  either  of  these  existed 
as  -a  disabling  cause,  and  if  so  whether  either  impaired  the  soldier's 
capacity  for  performing  manual  labor  in  a  degree  ratable  under  the 
law  in  connection  with  his  accepted  disability  from  rheumatism  any 
higher  than  $10  per  month;  and  lastly,  or  properly  firstly,  whether 
either,  if  it  existed  at  all,  was  due  to  the  rheumatism  on  account  of 
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which  soldier  was  pensioned,  neither  being  alleged  to  have  been  due 
to  his  service  in  an)'  other  way  than  as  a  sequence  of  such  rheumatism. 

Waiving,  for  the  present,  the  question  of  sequence,  and  assuming^ 
that  insanity  and  cerebral  softening  did  exist  and  were  due  to  the 
rheumatism  on  account  of  which  soldier  was  pensioned,  it  could  not 
be  held,  even  on  such  assumptions,  that  any  higher  rate  than  $10  per 
month,  from  date  of  reduction,  would  be  warranted.  The  soldier 
was,  clearly,  not  totally  incapacitated,  from  and  after  that  date  for 
the  performance  of  manual  labor;  nor  does  his  disability  from  all 
these  causes,  accepted  and  assumed,  appear  to  have  been  equivalent  in 
degree  to  that  from  the  loss  of  a  hand  or  foot.  He  was  not,  therefore, 
entitled  to  either  second  or  third  grade  rates. 

It  is  shown  that  the  soldier  perfoniied  up,  even  to  the  beginning  of 
his  final  illness,  a  verv  considerable  amount  of  manual  labor.  In  that 
summer  he  set  out  and  tended  a  garden,  fed  stock,  cut  wood,  and 
hauled  milk  to  the  creamery.  Appellant  herself  testified  in  1896  that 
he  was  in  fact  in  fair  general  health,  and  did  light  farm  work,  chores, 
errands,  etc.,  from  June,  1890,  when  he  returned  from  the  asy^lum 
''cured,"  as  she  stated  in  her  printed  slip  mentioned.  He  could  have 
done  much  w^ork,  she  said,  although  not  qualified,  she  added,  for 
directing  or  managing  work,  except  for  his  permanent  disabilities, 
piles  and  rheumatism,  and  his  monthly  '*  spells,"  la,sting  from  two  to 
four  days,  during  w^hich  spells  only,  she  said,  was  he  at  all  irrational. 
Neither  of  these  "'permanent  disabilities,"  piles  and  rheumatism, 
however,  is  shown  })y  the  certificate  of  medical  examination  in  April, 
1890,  to  have  existed  in  any  considerable  degree,  the  former  not  xns, 
ratable  degree  at  all,  and  rheumatism  certainly  not  in  such  degree 
as  to  entitle  to  anj'  higher  rating  than  SlO,  which  only  was  recom- 
mended, and  these  infrequent,  short,  and  irregular  monthlv  ••'  spells," 
accepting  her  own  testimony  as  to  them,  were  not  such  as  to  add 
appreciably  to  these  permanent  disabilities  so  as  to  entitle  to  any 
higher  rate. 

The  surgeons  on  that  examination,  it  is  true,  rated  the  soldier's 
''mental  infirmity'"  at  second  grade,  but  this  rating  is  not  supported 
by  their  description  of  the  objective  conditions  found,  and  can  be  given 
weight  only  as  a  medical  opinion  which,  as  alread\'  shown,  is  merely 
to  be  weighed  in  connection  with  all  the  other  evidence  in  the  case,  and 
it  is  so  far  outweighed  herein  by  the  mass  of  other  credible  testimony, 
and  by  that  of  appellant  herself,  that  it  can  not  be  held  to  establish 
title  to  such  rating. 

But  should  it  be  considered  that  a  higher  rating  on  account  of  this 
mental  infirmitv  were  warranted  bv  the  evidence,  suchinfirmitv  could 
not,  on  medical  grounds,  })e  held  due  to  the  rheumatism  on  account  of 
which  the  soldier  was  pensioned. 
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The  appellant  contends  that  medical  authorities  sustain  the  theory 
that  insanity  is  a  sequela  of  rheumatism,  and  refers  to  Flint's  Practice 
of  Medicine,  wherein  it  is  stated  that — 

Insanity,  especially  melancholia,  has  been  observed  as  a  rare  complication  or  sequel 
of  rheumatism.    The  prognosis  in  these  cases  is  generally  favorable. 

This  author  thus  speaks  of  a  rare  condition  noted  in  acute  rheuma- 
tism— that  is,  the  direct  eflfectof  the  rheumatic  poison  on  the  cerebrum 
during  an  acute  fever. 

It  has  been  hereinbefore  shown  that  the  late  pensioner  suffered  with 
sciatica — that  is  to  sa}^  neuralgia  affecting  the  sciatic  nerve,  a  condi- 
tion presenting  no  pathology.  There  is  no  proof  that  he  ever  suf- 
fered with  acute  rheumatism  (rheumatic  fever).  Hence  the  condition 
which  sometimes  rarely  leads  to  insanity  did  not  obtain  in  this  case. 

Still  another  theory  has  been  advanced  by  the  appellant,  and  by  at 
least  two  physicians  who  have  furnished  evidence  in  the  claim,  to  the 
eflfect  that  the  rheumatism  with  which  the  late  pensioner  suflfered 
brought  about  ''softening  of  the  brain." 

Softening  of  the  brain  is  ignorantly  used  as  a  term  to  designate  popular  misconcep- 
tions of  many  different  kinds  of  insanity. 

It  is  a  common  experience  for  physicians  connected  with  insane  asylums  to  have 
every  conceivable  form  of  insanity  sent  to  them  as  ** softening  of  the  brain,*'  and 
the  cause  of  this  prevalent  ignorance  is  no  exception  to  the  universal  rule  that  there 
is  a  reason  for  everything. 

In  the  first  place,  the  braib  being  the  acknowledged  seat  of  the  intellect,  **  soften- 
ing" of  one,  in  the  popular  estimation,  should  appropriately  be  associated  with  a 
like  condition  of  the  other,  and  thus  fact  and  metaphor  become  mixed,  and  this 
misuse  of  terms  too  often  has  the  sanction  of  the  old  family  doctor,  who  sees  a  case 
or  two  of  insanity  during  his  life  time.  (Clevenger,  Medical  Jurisprudence  of 
Insanity.) 

By  the  term  "  softening  of  the  brain  "  is  usually  meant  the  retro- 
grade process  in  vascular  territories  of  the  brain,  occasioned  by  arterial 
obliteration  and  local  deprivation  of  blood  supply.  The  ultimate 
causes  are  those  of  arterial  disea.ses  that  underlie  thrombosis  and 
embolism  (blood  clots),  obstructing  the  circulation. 

The  evidence  tends  to  show  the  mental  peculiarities  of  the  soldier 
dated  as  far  back  as  about  1870,  and  yet  there  were  no  indications  of 
disease  of  the  circulatoiy  sj'stem,  heart  or  arteries,  until  April,  1890, 
when  he  was  63  years  of  age.  Furthermore  there  is  no  evidence  in 
the  case  even  suggesting  that  the  soldier  suflfered  from  either  throm- 
bosis or  embolism  at  any  time  prior  to  the  fatal  apoplex3\  During 
the  period  of  time  when  the  soldier  manifested  mental  disease  there 
were  no  signs  presented  which  would  lead  to  the  conclusion  there  was 
a  gross  lesion  of  the  bi-ain.  The  most  marked  mental  phenomena  noted 
prior  to  the  soldier's  fatal  illness  were  infrequent  manifestations  of 
temper,  or  fury,  which  were  occasioned  by  provocation.  These  attacks 
were  of  short  duration. 
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Clevenger  says  (Medical  Jurisprudence  of  Insanity): 

Periodical,  or  recurrent  insanity,  is  considered  by  many  alienists  as  indicative  of 
degeneracy,  for  in  the  majority  of  the  periodically  insane  a  constitutional  defective- 
ness, or  an  hereditary  taint,  is  evident;  and  matters  that  would  affect  the  sane  mul- 
titude but  indifferently,  if  at  all,  become  exciting  causes  of  an  attack  in  patients  thus 
predisposed. 

There  is  evidence  that  the  soldier's  father  died  of  some  brain  diffi- 
culty, that  his  sister  was  paralyzed,  and  that  a  son  died  of  meningitis. 
See  testimony  of  Drs.  Kellam  and  Croft.  These  facts,  taken  in  connec- 
tion with  the  history  of  the  soldier's  mental  infirmity,  point  clearly 
to  a  hereditary  taint. 

It  will  be  seen  from  the  foregoing  medical  consideration  of  the  case, 
rheumatism  was  not  a  causative  factor  in  the  production  of  mental 
condition  manifested  by  the  soldier.  Heredity,  his  habits  and  his 
peculiar  conjugal  relations,  account  fully  for  the  mental  derangement. 

Inasmuch  as  it  can  not  be  admitted  that  the  alleged  mental  impair- 
ment was  due  to  the  soldier's  military  service,  sequential  upon  rheu- 
matism or  otherwise,  the  degree  of  disability  arising  therefrom  will 
not  be  discussed.  It  is  quite  evident  that  the  rate  fixed  by  the  Bureau, 
$10  per  month,  was  fully  commensurate  with  the  degree  of  disability 
arising  from  rheumatism,  as  shown  by  the  evidence,  and  it  was  the 
rate  recommended  by  the  board  of  surgeons  which  last  examined*  the 
soldier. 

The  appellant  desires  an  explanation  of  the  action  of  the  Bureau  on 
her  claim  for  pension  under  section  4702,  Revised  Statutes.  She  states 
that  the  cause  of  the  soldier's  death  was  organic  dementia,  as  shown  by 
the  asylum  record,  while  the  Bureau  accepted  the  death  cause  af>  apo- 
plexy from  disease  of  heart. 

This  conclusion  of  the  Bureau  as  to  death  cause  appears  to  have  teen 
based  upon  the  entire  clinical  history  of  the  case  and  pathology,  and 
the  further  fact  that  the  records  of  the  asylum  in  which  the  soldier 
died  showed  the  underlying  cause  for  the  symptoms  which  were  mani- 
fest when  he  was  admitted  was  a  "  history  of  apoplexy  given  by  w  ife.' 

Dr.  Peake  testified  that  when  he  was  called  upon  to  treat  the  ^^oldier 
in  May,  1895,  there  was  no  complaint  other  than  sciatica  of  left  side, 
but  there  was  a  history  of  paralysis  of  left  side;  that  his  talk  was 
rational  and  that  he  was  able  to  drive  around  town  and  w^ork  in  garden. 
This  was  the  soldier's  condition  as  late  as  August  1,  1895.  He  w^as 
taken  to  the  asylum  August  13,  1895,  and  the  testimony  shows  that  on 
the  evening  prior  to  his  departure  from  home  he  visited  a  neighbor, 
returning  unattended.  It  is  further  shown  the  soldier  w^alked  to  the 
train  on  departure  for  the  asylum,  and  while  en  route  expressed  a 
desire  to  leave  the  train.  All  the  evidence  tends  to  stow  he  could 
move  about  unaided,  but  that  eleven  days  after  admission  to  the  asy- 
lum he  became  comatose  and  remained  in  this  condition  until  death, 
two  days  later. 
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While  the  evidence  is  not  conclusive  that  there  was  a  cerebral  hemor- 
rhage, apoplexy,  yet  the  history  as  before  stated,  tends  to  show  such 
pathologic  condition  existed,  and  that  death  was  due  thereto. 

As  stated  above,  a  record  of  death  is  not  conclusive;  and  the  con- 
clusion of  the  medical  referee  as  to  the  cause  of  death  is  generally  fol- 
lowed by  the  Department,  when  it  is  shown  to  have  been  based  upon 
all  the  evidence  and  upon  facts  appearing  therein  reasonably  and 
fairly  warranting  it.  (See  Digest  of  1897,  pp.  124,  361;  Sarah  J. 
]Vla3%  10  P.  D.,  53.)  '   * 

Had  organic  dementia  been  accepted  as  the  cause  of  death  the 
widow's  claim  would  necessarily  have  been  rejected  under  the  holding 
by  the  Bureau  that  rheumatism  was  not  responsible  for  any  disease  of 
the  brain  which  may  have  existed.  The  acceptance  of  disease  of  the 
heart  as  the  cause  of  death  resulted  in  the  allowance  of  the  claim  which 
otherwise  would  have  been  rejected.  The  appellant  has  no  just  cause 
for  complaint  as  to  this  decision  of  the  Bureau. 

The  evidence  fails  entirely  to  show  the  soldier's  alleged  impotency, 
incontinence  of  bowels,  and  disease  of  kidneys  were  due  to  his  sciatic 
rheumatism,  and  there  is,  in  fact,  no  possible  connection  between  any 
of  the  former  and  the  latter. 

From  the  foregoing  exhaustive  investigation  and  consideration  of 
this  case,  it  is  apparent  that  more  than  justice  was  done  the  soldier  in 
the  allowance  to  him  of  pension.  Not  only  were  doubts  resolved  in 
his  favor,  but  disabilities  were  included  which  had  not  been  established 
as  of  service  origin.  As  alread}-  stated,  the  only  disability  established 
as  originating  in  service  was  sciatic  rheumatism,  and  no  other  disa- 
bility is  alleged  as  due  to  service  except  as  a  result  of  this  sciatic  rheu- 
matism, which  does  not  appear,  however,  to  have  been  even  a  probable 
cause  of  any  of  said  other  alleged  disabilities;  the  latter,  particularh^ 
the  alleged  mental  infirmity,  impotence,  kidney  trouble,  and  inconti- 
nence of  bowels,  appearing,  in  all  probability,  to  have  been  due  to 
causes  and  to  influences  much  more  potent  to  produce  them  than  sciatic 
rheumatism  could  possibly  be,  viz:  the  soldier's  inheritance  of  degen- 
eracy, his  careless  habits  of  life,  his  sexual  and  sumptuary  intemper- 
ances, and  lastly  his  association  with  this  appellant,  a  woman  of  force- 
ful character,  whose  aggressiveness  doubtless  had  much  to  do  with 
aggravating  and  developing  his  constitutional  weaknesses;  the  vast 
majority  of  his  "spells"  being  shown  to  have  been  referable  to 
some  act  of  hers,  and  she  herself  admitting  nearly  all  their  rows  were 
in  bed. 

Her  assertion  that  the  special  examiner  was  responsible  for  the 
*'dirt  and  filth"  of  the  case  is  not  sustained  by  the  evidence.  She 
herself  brought  up  the  subject  of  the  soldier's  impotency  in  answer  to 
a  general  question,  only,  of  the  examiner  as  to  the  soldier's  disabili- 
ties, and  she  then,  and  apparently  at  every  opportunity  later,  recurred 
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to  it  and  persisted  in  discussing  it,  dwelling  upon  it,  in  vulgar  and 
obscene  language,  when  the  examiner  would  have  her  depart  from  it. 

Her  concern  over  this  weakness  of  the  soldier  appears  to  have  been 
as  inordinate  as  his,  and  to  have  probably  been  as  influential  as  his  in 
producing  his  alleged  ^'spells,"  and  this  fact  only  can  excuse  the 
incorporation  in  this  decision  of  this  subject,  as  showing  the  environ- 
mental influences  upon  the  soldier's  mentality.  She  spoke  about  it  to 
Dr.  Kellam,  under  circumstances  of  doubtful  delicacy,  and  dwelt  upon 
the  fact  of  her  own  lack,  during  sixteen  j'^ears,  of  sexual  gratification, 
and  of  her  sufferings  in  consequence.  She  laid  great  stress  on  the 
fact  of  soldier's  impotency,  Dr.  Force  also  says,  and  thought  it  a 
cause  for  pensioning  hei-self.  '^  Do  you  think,"  she  said  to  him,  he 
states,  ''I  am  going  to  live  with  a  man  who  is  good  for  nothing,  a 
mere  stick,  without  being  paid  for  it?"  To  Dr.  Croft  she  applied  for 
treatment  of  the  soldier's  impotency,  and  gave  him  to  understand  it 
had  been  the  source  of  much  suffering  to  herself.  When  asked  to 
give  an  instance  when  the  soldier's  insanity  was  most  pronounced  she 
instanced  his  anger  on  failure  to  perform  the  sexual  act:  and  asked  to 
give  an  instance  of  another  kind,  she  replied  that  she  was  "not 
through  with  the  other."  She  admitted  nearly  all  her  and  the  sol- 
dier's rows  were  in  bed.  She  brought  up  the  subject  when  her  brother 
testified,  but  all  he  knew  of  it  was  what  she  had  told  him,  and  he  had 
never  heard  the  soldier  speak  of  it.  She  spoke  of  the  fact  of  the  lat- 
ter's  impotency  to  those  also  who  were  not  in  the  family  and  who 
were  not  physicians. 

The  influence  upon  the  soldier  of  such  a  character  as  appellant  was 
unquestionabl)"  great  and  can  not  be  minimized. 

In  speaking  of  her  character,  however,  and  her  connection  with  this 
case,  it  is  but  just  to  her  to  advert  also  to  the  adverse  circumstances 
under  which  she  labored.  Consideration  should  be  given  to  the  dis- 
tressful financial  and  other  troubles  which  oppressed  her  during  and 
since  the  war.  With  the  support  upon  her  of  the  children  during  the 
war,  and  later,  probably  to  a  large  extent,  of  the  whole  family,  she 
found  herself,  especiall}^  after  the  notorious  Minnesota  grasshopper 
raid,  in  desperate  straits  for  the  means  of  living;  and  it  was  but  nat- 
ural, under  all  the  circumstances,  that  she  then  turned,  as  the  only 
possible  source  of  relief,  to  the  soldier's  pension  claim,  rejected 
unjustly,  as  she  says,  and  as  appears  probable.  And  to  this  source 
also  she  applied  when  later  in  similar  straits  on  account  of  the  foi-e- 
closure  of  the  mortgage  which  the  grasshopper  raid  necessitated 
placing  upon  their  home. 

She  can  not  be  blamed  for  thus  resorting  to  the  soldier's  pension 
claim,  nor  for  pushing  its  prosecution  with  vigor.  These  and  her 
eldest  son's  death  in  1876  were  real  troubles,  not  to  be  discounted, 
and  her  numerous  letters  during  that  period  indicate  a  depth  and  sin- 
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cerity  of  true  home  and  maternal  feeling  which  is  in  marked  contrast 
with  her  character  as  later  appearing. 

These  facts  may  explain,  but  they  can  not  excuse  her  unseemly  con- 
duct in  the  prosecution  of  the  soldier's  claim — her  attempts  to  influence 
witnesses,  her  browbeating  of  witnesses  and  of  special  examiners,  and 
her  vilification  of  officials  who  have  or  maj'^  have  passed  upon  the 
claim.  She  has  herself  only  to  blame  for  much,  if  not  all,  of  the  trouble 
she  says  she  has  had  in  the  adjudication  of  said  claim.  There  is  no 
evidence  whatever  of  the  corrupt  influences  in  such  adjudication  which 
she  charges.  More  than  justice  has  been  done  her  and  the  soldier,  on 
the  merits  of  the  claim,  in  such  adjudication,  and  it  will  be  useless  for 
her  to  continue  taking  up  the  time  of  the  Department  to  the  injury  of 
the  thousands  of  waiting  appellants.  This  consideration  has  been 
exhaustive,  has  been  conducted  in  a  wholly  unbiased  and  unprejudiced 
manner,  with  the  view  solely^  of  doing  justice  to  her  and  to  the  soldier 
who  spent  nearly  four  years  in  the  active  military  service  of  the 
United  States  during  a  period  of  grave  national  peril,  and  its  conclu- 
sions have  been  arrived  at  after  the  most  careful  thought  and  investi- 
gation, pursued  in  a  liberal  and  beneficent  spirit. 

The  action  of  reduction  of  the  soldier's  pension  is  reaffirmed. 


marriage  and  divorce-legitimacy-ohio  laws. 
Minor  of  Edward  Plount. 

A  child  who  is  the  iseue  of  a  de  facto  marriage  is,  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  legitimate, 
and  must  be  held  to  be  legitimate  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1S90.  (See  minors 
of  Harvey  Perkins,  13  P.  D.,  414.) 

The  opinion  in  the  caae  of  minors  of  James  W.  Pulver  (10  P.  D.,  227),  so  far  as  it 
relates  to  such  issue,  is  expressly  overruled. 

Assisimit  Secretary  M.   W.  Miller  to  the  Cainmlssioner  of  PeTisions^ 

June  ^J,  1903. 

Ethan  A.  Pray,  as  guardian  of  Edward,  a  son  of  Edward  Plount, 
fonnerly  a  private  in  Company  C,  Fourteenth  Ohio  Volunteer  Infan- 
try, filed  his  declaration,  July  23,  1890,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
claim  being  rejected  April  5, 1892,  on  the  ground  that  the  said  Edward 
was  not  the  legitimate  child  of  the  soldier.  An  appeal  was  filed  July 
3, 1901. 

The  soldier  enlisted  June  7,  1864,  was  discharged  the  service  May 
24, 1865,  and  married  Mary  Tracy,  by  ceremony,  in  the  State  of  Ohio, 
November  9,  1866,  a  record  of  said  marriage  being  in  evidence.  This 
woman  was  a  prostitute,  and  deserted  him  in  the  spring  of  1870; 
and  on  May  15,  1871,  he  married  one  Caroline,  by  ceremony,  in  said 
State.  There  is  some  slight  testimony  to  the  effect  that  the  first  wife 
died,  and  was  also  divorced,  prior  to  the  second  marriage;  but  the 
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evidence  as  to  said  particular  is  exceedingly  weak  and  trivial,  and  not 
borne  out  b}-  other  facts.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  fairlj'  well  e.stab- 
lished  that  no  divorce  was  ever  obtained  between  the  soldier  and  his 
first  wife,  and  there  is  nothing  on  which  to  base  a  presumption  that 
she  died  prior  to  soldier's  second  marriage;  nothing,  in  fact,  to  justify 
a  presumption  that  she  is  dead  at  the  present  time. 

The  son  Edward,  who  now  seeks  pension,  was  a  child  of  soldier  and 
the  second  wife,  and,  at  common  law,  is  illegitimate.  But  the  statutes 
of  the  State  of  Ohio,  in  which  this  case  arises,  have  altered  the  com- 
mon law  in  this  respect.  Section  4175,  R.  S.,  Ohio  (1880),  is  as  follows: 
''When  a  man  has  by  a  woman  one  or  more  children  and  afterwards 
intermarries  with  her,  such  issue,  if  acknowledged  by  him  as  his  child 
or  children,  shall  be  deemed  legitimate;  and  the  issue  of  parents  whose 
marriage  is  null  in  law  shall  nevertheless  be  legitimate."  In  passing 
upon  such  an  issue  the  supreme  court  of  Ohio  said,  in  Wright  v.  Lore 
(12  Ohio  St.,  619): 

The  expression  "deemed  null  in  law"  is  not  confined  to  marriages  which  are 
voidable  and  require  a  judicial  sentence  to  establish  their  nullity,  but  that  the  inno- 
cent children  of  the  marriage  de  facto,  although  the  marriage  must  be  deemed  a 
nullity  in  law,  comes  within  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  law. 

This  son  Edward,  then,  must  be  held  to  be  the  legitimate  son  of 
soldier,  having  been  the  issue  of  a  de  facto  marriage,  and  under  the 
ruling  upon  the  general  proposition  involved,  as  pointed  out  in  the 
opinion  in  the  case  of  minors  of  Harve}'  Perkins  (13  P.  D.,  414),  he 
nmst  ))e  deemed  to  have  a  pensionable  status  as  the  child  of  the  soldier 
in  question,  so  far  as  his  alleged  illegitimacy  is  concerned. 

The  Department  never  having  done  so  in  terms,  it  hereby  expressly 
overrules  the  contrar}^  doctrine  set  forth  in  the  case  of  the  alleged 
minors  of  Jonas  W.  Pulver  (10  P.  D.,  227). 

Action  reversed. 


I*RACTICE-I>IVISIOX   OF  PEXSIOX— ACT  MARCH  3,   1899~RrL.E   19. 

Lottie  R.  Sheldox  r,  Dwight  J.  Sheldox. 

The  assignments  of  error  in  this  case  are  general,  not  specific,  as  required  by  Rule  19 
of  Practice,  which  requires  that  the  appeal  should  briefly,  but  specifically,  state 
the  error  of  law  or  fact  complained  of  and  tlie  grounds  relie<l  upon  for  revers- 
ing or  modifying  the  Bureau  action  appealed  from. 

This  is  a  rule  of  order  and  convenience,  but  is  not  designed  to  prevent  the  correction 
of  obvious  errors  or  an  affirmance  of  the  action  appealetl  from  where  no  error  is 
apparent  from  the  record,  and  the  Bureau  -action  appears  on  insi>ection  to  have 
been  authorize<l  by  the  evidence  in  the  case  and  in  accordance  with  the  law 
applicable  thereto. 

Assisfa7it  Sea^etary  31.   W.  Miller  to  the  dmnnU^iimer  of  PenmonB^ 

June  23,  1903. 

Dwight    J.    Sheldon,   a    pensioner    under    certificate  No.  861185, 
appealed  Jlay   It),  1903,  from  the  Bureau  action  of  April  17,  1903, 
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allowing  the  claim  of  his  wife,  Lottie  R.,  filed  August  14,  1902, 
wherein  the  Bureau  held  that  pensioner  deserted  claimant,  his  lawful 
wife,  who  is  a  person  of  good  moral  character  and  in  necessitous 
circumstances. 

Pensioner's  assignments  of  errors,  in  his  said  appeal,  are  as  follows: 

First.  The  decision  of  the  honorable  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  against  the  spirit 
and  intent  of  the  pension  laws. 

Second.  It  is  against  the  evidence  on  file  in  said  case. 
Third.  It  is  against  the  laws  of  the  land. 

Claimant,  in  answer  to  said  appeal,  contends  that  it  does  not  state 
the  error  of  law  specifically,  or  otherwise,  complained  of;  that  it  does 
not  state  the  grounds  reiied  upon  for  reversing  or  modifying  the 
Bureau  action  appealed  from;  that  the  contents  of  said  purported 
appeal,  or  notice  of  appeal,  are  insufficient,  irregular,  informal,  and 
void,  and  should  not  be  considered  as  an  appeal  or  notice  of  an  appeal, 
and  should  not  be  filed,  docketed,  or  considered,  nor  operate  to  suspend 
payment  to  her  of  one-half  the  pension  in  controversy. 

Rule  19  of  Practice,  a  copj^  of  which  was  served  upon  appellant 
prior  to  the  execution  of  his  said  appeal,  requires  that  the  appeal — 

should  briefly,  but  specifically,  state  the  error  of  law  or  fact  complained  of  and  the 
ground^  relied  upon  for  reversing  or  modifying  the  Bureau  action  appealed  from. 

The  purpose  of  this  rule  is  twofold:  To  advise  the  opposite  parties 
or  appellants  as  to  what  they  will  ])e  called  upon  to  defend,  and  to  aid 
the  Department  in  reviewing  the  case  upon  an  orderly  presentation  of 
the  errors  relied  upon,  and  at  a  glance  and  without  laborious  search  to 
ascertain  the  precise  grounds  asserted  against  the  legality  or  regularity' 
of  the  Bureau  action  complained  of.  The  rule  is  not  so  far  jurisdictional 
that  the  Department  may  not  entertain  the  appeal  and  notice  a  plain 
error  not  assigned  or  certified.  General  objections  to  the  action  ap- 
pealed from  amount  simpl}'  to  an  assertion  that  the  appellant  objects, 
and  nothing  practicable  is  accomplished  by  such  assignments,  as  they 
leave  the  Department  to  hunt  for  the  real  objection,  if  any.  The 
appeal  should  be  an  aid  to  the  Department  in  discovering  the  error 
complained  of.  An  assignment  which  simply  alleges  that  the  Bureau 
action  is  contrary'  to  the  law  and  the  evidence,  without  specifiying  in 
what  respect  it  is  contrary  to  the  law  or  wherein  the  evidence  is  insuf- 
ficient to  justify  the  conclusions  of  the  Bureau,  is  defective  and  sim- 
ply amounts  to  a  request  for  this  Department  to  retry  and  readjudicate 
the  case.  The  Bureau,  and  not  this  Department,  is  the  adjudicating 
agency  of  the  Government  in  ascertaining  and  determining  the  legal 
rights  of  claimants  and  pensioners  under  the  act  of  March  3, 1899,  and 
unless  the  part}'  alleged  to  be  aggrieved  by  the  Bureau  action  is  able 
to  [X)int  out  some  specific  error,  the  action  of  the  Bureau  should,  in 
the  absence  of  plain  and  unmistakable  error,  not  be  disturbed. 

The  assignments  of  error  in  this  case  are  genei*al,  not  specific,  as 
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required  by  Rule  19  of  practice,  and,  as  stated  in  the  case  of  Scott  v. 
Scott  (12  P.  D.,  411)— 

Good  practice,  as  well  as  justice  and  fairness  to  the  appellee,  requires  a  strict  com- 
pliance with  the  requirements  of  said  rule  in  cases  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899. 

The  Rule  2,  referred  to  in  the  above  decision,  is  now  embodied  in  said 
Rule  19.  This  is  a  rule  of  order  and  convenience,  but  is  not  designed 
to  prevent  the  correction  of  obvious  errors  or  an  affirmance  of  an 
action  appealed  from  where  no  error  is  apparent  from  the  record,  and 
as  the  Bureau  action  appealed  from  in  this  case  appears  on  inspection  to 
have  been  authorized  by  the  evidence  in  the  case,  and  is  in  accordance 
with  the  law  applicable  thereto,  the  action  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 
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AGGBX7ED  PENSION. 
Special  act. 

1.  A  special  act  directed  the  name  of  soldier  to  be  placed  upon  the  pension  roll, 

"subject  to  the  provisions  and  limitations  of  the  pension  laws."  Exhaustive 
search  has  failed  to  discover  the  whereabouts  of  said  soldier,  he  having  disap- 
peared somewhat  over  one  year  prior  to  the  approval  of  said  special  act:  Held, 
There  is  no  accrued  pension  due  under  the  said  special  act,  and  the  claimant 
herein  has  no  rights  under  it. 

B.  Matilda  Taylor  {vridoiv) 181 

Under  section  4710,  B.  S. 

2.  The  widow  of  a  soldier  whose  name  was  stricken  from  the  rolls  under  section 

4719  of  the  Revised  Statutes  has  title  to  the  arrears  of  pension  thereunder, 
providing  her  evidence  is  sufficient  to  establish  continuance  of  disability,  and 
to  give  satisfactory  explanation  of  the  soldier's  failure  to  claim  his  pension 
under  his  original  certificate. 

Eliza  C.  Brown  {imdow) 188 

ACT  OF  MARCH  3,  1866. 

See  Restoration,  286. 

ACT  OF  JXTLT  26,  1882. 

See  Special  Act,  95. 

ACT  OF  AUGUST  7,  1882. 

See  Marriage,  129,  140,  272. 

ACT  OF  MABCH  10,  1886. 

See  Reimbirnement,  201. 

ACT  OF  AUGUST  4,  1886. 

See  Rate,  362. 

ACT  OF  JUKE  27,  1800. 

See  Commencement,  242,  352,  398;  Dependence,  31,  125,  241,  432,  448;  Discharge, 
346;  Disloyalty,  349;  Marriage,  70,  157,  338;  Minor's  Pension,  148,  151; 
Berating,  283;  Service;  46,  226,  230,  237,  330. 

ACT  OF  MABCH  6,  1806. 

See  Rerating,  283. 
P.  D.— VOL.  13—02 35  545 
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ACT  OF  MABOH  8,  1800. 

See  Division  op  Pension,  24,  77,  120,  134,  142,  143,  177,  180,  218,  233,  270,  297,  301, 
302,  363,  422,  430;  Marriage,  236;  Moral  Character,  383;  Necessitous  Circum- 
STANCES,  205;  Payment  of  Pension,  22;  Practice,  161,  176,  203,  206,  211,  299,  347, 
542;  Restoration,  118,  286,  355,  378,  435. 

ACT  OF  MAT  0,  1000. 

See  Dependence,  31. 

ACT  OF  MABOH  8,  1001. 

See  Restoration,  118. 

ADMISSIONS. 

See  Aditlteroi's  Cohabitation,  357. 

ADUIiTEBOUS  GOHABITATIOK. 

See  also  Marriage,  173. 

The  dropping  of  a  pensioner's  name  from  the  rolls  for  open  and  notorious  adul- 
terous cohabitation  solely  upon  her  alleged  admissions  to  a  special  examiner  is 
error.  It  is  not  the  province  of  a  special  examiner  to  seek  to  entrap  or  dis- 
credit any  claimant.  His  duty  is  to  assist  in  obtaining  the  facts  in  any  case 
without  espousing  the  cause  of  either  the  claimant  or  the  Government.  He 
must  be  fair,  impartial,  and  diligent  to  obtain  the  truth,  irrespective  of  whom 
it  benefits  or  injures. 

Annie  Snyder  (widow) .• 357 

AID  AND  ATTENBANOE. 

See  Pathoux^ical  Sequence,  192,  222. 

AMPUTATION. 

See  Pathological  Sequence,  222. 


See  also  Practice,  40,  299. 
Practiee. 

1.  Where  the  attorney  of  record  files  an  appeal  in  an  invalid  claim  after  a  soldier's 
death,  and  the  surviving  widow  thereafter  executes  a  power  of  attorney  to  the 
same  attorney  empowering  him  to  prosecute  said  appeal  and  claim,  she  adopts 
said  appeal  as  her  own,  and  from  that  time  on  such  attorney  represents  the 
widow  and  not  the  deceased  soldier,  and  said  appeal  will  be  treated  as  a  valid 
subsisting  appeal  made  by  the  widow.  Soldier  was  pensioned  under  the  gen- 
eral law  at  the  rate  of  $17  per  month  by  reason  of  a  disability  resulting  from 
right  inguinal  hernia,  rheumatism,  and  resulting  disease  of  the  heart.  On 
August  15,  1900,  he  filed  a  claim  for  increase,  which  was  rejected  on  June  29, 
1901,  on  the  ground  that  $17  ])er  month  was  commensurate  to  existing  disa- 
bility due  to  the  causes  on  account  of  which  he  was  pensioned.  It  is  held  that 
said  action  was  erroneous  for  the  reason  that  the  certificate  of  medical  exami- 
nation held  under  the  pending  claim  disclosed  the  existence  of  a  disability 
which  was  equivalent  to  the  loss  of  a  hand  or  a  foot. 

William  McCracken 170 
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Typewritten  signature  of  attorney. 

2.  As  a  general  rule,  an  attorney's  appeal  on  the  merits  of  a  claim  which  is  signed 
only  in  typewriting  will  not  be  entertained  unless  accompanied  by  a  duly  exe- 
cuted power  of  attorney  from  the  claimant  authorizing  such  attorney  to  appeal, 
and  will  then  be  accepted  as  sufficient  only  for  a  review  of  such  claim  on  its 
merits. 

Kaiie  Causens 400 

APPOINTMENT. 

See  Jurisdiction,  416. 

ATT0BNET8. 

See  also  Division  of  Pension,  233;  Practice,  206. 

Power. 

1.  When  a  claimant  dies  after  the  claim  has  been  rejected,  those  prosecuting  such 

claim  under  a  power  of  attorney  can  not  further  prosecute  said  claim  without 

first  procuring  a  power  of  attorney  so  to  do  from  those  succeeding  to  the  right. 

Bates  T.  Certain 413 

2.  A  i>ower  of  attorney  in  a  claim  for  pension  becomes  operative  only  from  the  time 

complete  evidence  of  its  proper  execution  is  filed  in  the  Bureau  while  the  claim 
is  pending  to  which  it  is  intended  to  apply. 

MklHiKm 27 

EorfeitiLre. 

3.  Where  an  attorney  has  rendered  no  material  service  in  a  claim  for  more  than  one 

year,  and  by  such  failure  is  in  default,  the  Bureau  may  properly  refuse  to 
accord  him  further  recognition,  although  the  claimant  has  not  appointed 
another  attorney  to  continue  the  prosecution  of  the  claim. 

Samuel  E.  Van  Antwerp 444 

BLINDNESS. 

See  Pathological  Sequence,  307. 

BX7BDEN  OF  PBOOF. 

See  Evidence,  437;  Patholocjical  Sequence,  112. 

CATABBH  AND  GENERAL  PARALYSIS  OF  THE  INSANE. 

See  Death  Cause,  372. 

CERTIFICATE  OF  DISABILITY. 

See  Evidence,  84. 

CIVILIAN  EMPLOYEES. 

See  Service,  226. 

COHABITATION. 

See  Division  op  Pension,  24;  Marriage,  146,  338. 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  STATUTES. 

See  Disloyamt,  248,  259;  Special  Act,  95. 

CONTINUANCE. 

See  Death  Cause,  313. 
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COMMEKGEMEKT  ACT  JANT7ABT  5,  1808. 

See  Fee,  75;  Increase,  290;  Practice,  304. 

Act  June  27,  1800. 

1.  Claimant  was  pensioned  from  date  of  his  second  medical  examination  upon  his 

original  application,  instead  of  from  the  date  of  application:  Held  to  l)e  error, 
and  that  his  pension  should  have  been  allowed  from  date  of  his  application. 

George  W.  Prentice 242 

2.  The  pension  was  properly  allowed  from  the  date  of  filing  the  supplementary  or 

amendatory  affidavit,  inasmuch  as  it  was  manifestly  impossible  for  the  claimant 
to  prove  that  disease  of  heart  (independent  of  which  he  was  not  disabled) 
existed  at  the  time  of  filing  the  formal  prior  declaration.  The  rate  allowed  is 
not,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Department,  commensurate  with  the  degree  of  the 
claimant's  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor. 

Oscar  B.  Edwards J  352 

3.  The  widow  execute<l  a  declaration  for  pension  December  24,  1900,  and  the  same 

was  filed  February  4, 1901,  from  which  latter  date  pension  was  allowed.  From 
this  action  she  appealed,  contending  that  it  should  be  allowed  to  commence  on 
the  date  of  executing  the  declaration  therefor.  A  pension  under  section  3  of 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  can  commence  only  from  the  date  of  filing  of  declara- 
tion in  the  Pension  Office  subsequent  to  the  soldier's  death. 

Christine  Coomer  {midow) 398 

Special  act,  section  4720,  B.  S. 

4.  As  this  pension  was  granted  by  special  act  of  Congress  and  the  act  did  not  specify 

the  date  at  which  pension  should  commence,  thelsame  was  properly  commenced 
from  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act,  in  accordance  with  section  4720,  Revised 
Statutes  of  the  United  States. 

John  Vogler 331 

DEATH. 

See  Evidence,  54;  Marriage,  333. 

DEATH  CAUSE. 

See  also  Pathological  Sequence,  105,  112. 

Catarrh  and  general  paralysis  of  the  insane. 

1.  The  cause  assigned  for  the  soldier's  death  on  January  14,  1900,  was  "cerebral 
softening."  Some  time  prior  to  his  death  a  claim  for  increase,  signed  by  mark, 
was  filed  in  his  behalf  in  which  it  was  alleged  that  he  was  suffering  from 
"progressive  softening  of  the  brain,"  due  to  the  nMo-pharyngeal  catarrh  and 
resulting  deafness,  for  which  he  was  pensioned.  At  the  medical  examination 
held  thereunder  June  12,  1899,  it  develoi)ed  that  he  was  suffering  from  the 
condition  known  as  "general  paralysis  of  the  insane,"  also  termed  "paralytic 
dementia,  paretic  dementia,  general  paresis,  progressive  paralysis  of  the 
insane."  No  deafnes.M  was  found  to  exist;  neither  was  there  any  disease  of 
the  auditory  apparatus.  His  widow  filed  a  claim  for  pension  under  the  gen- 
eral law  based  on  the  alleged  ground  that  his  death  from  disease  of  brain 
was  due  to  his  military  service,  by  reason  of  such  death  cause  l^ing  a  result 
of  said  pcnsione<l  disabilities.  Both  of  these  claims  were  rejected,  but  in 
neither  inptance  was  the  action  taken  error.  Extensive  suppurative  condi- 
tions of  the  nose  and  frontal  sinuses,  or  of  the  middle  ears  and  mastoid  cells, 
especially  the  latter,  may  and  frequently  do  cause  abscess  of  the  brain,  the 
symptoms,  course,  pathology,  and  termination  of  which  are  sufficiently  die- 
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tinct,  as  are  also  its  etiologic  factors,  from  those  of  paretic  dementia  to  make 
a  differential  diagnosis  between  such  cerebral  lesions  comparatively  easy.  The 
clinical  picture  presented  was  one  of  paretic  dementia  and  not  of  brain 
abscess.  No  deafness  existed,  and  the  disease  of  brain  not  being  a  result  of 
catarrh  he  was  not  entitled  to  an  increase  in  rate,  and  the  cause  of  his  death 
not  having  been  incident  to  his  military  service  in  any  manner  whatever  his 
widow  has  no  title  to  a  pension  under  the  general  law. 

Hannah  L.  Hawke  ( ividoiv) 372 

Malaria. 

2.  The  appellant  is  pensioned  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  pur- 

suant to  a  claim  filed  thereunder  July  10,  1890.  But  it  was  not  until  Decem- 
ber 15,  1897,  that  she  filed  a  claim  under  the  general  law,  from  the  rejection 
of  which  on  October  12,  1900,  her  appeal  in  the  premises  was  taken.  It  is 
fairlv  well  established  that  the  soldier  contracted  malarial  fever  in  the  service 
and  was  treated  therefor  by  the  regimental  surgeon  in  the  summer  of  1864, 
but  not  in  hospital.  It  is  also  reasonably  well  established  that  liis  death  on 
August  24,  1871,  was  due  to  malarial  fever,  although  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Department  there  were  other  factors  which  were  at  least  contributing  or  com- 
plicating causes  of  his  death ;  but  such  possible  or  probable  factors  in  the  cau- 
sation of  his  demise  are  eliminated  from  further  consideration,  as  the  Bureau 
appears  to  be  satisfied  that  death  was  due  to  malaria.  It  is  contended  that  the 
malaria  of  service  origin  was  the  cause  of  the  soldier's  death,  but  inasmuch  as 
the  evidence  and  the  facts  in  the  case  fail  to  show  the  existence  of  chronic 
malaria  (malaria  cachexia,  chronic  paludism)  during  the  time  intervening 
between  the  date  of  his  dischai^e  and  the  date  of  his  death,  such  contention  is 
untenable.  As  a  matter  of  fact  it  is  shown  that  no  such  condition  existed.  It 
is  just  as  true  that  all  cases  of  malarial  fever  do  not  become  chronic  as  it  is 
that  one  attack  of  such  disease  does  not  render  the  person  attacked  immune 
from  a  subsequent  attack;  and  when  it  is  considere<l  that  the  so-called  *' mos- 
quito theory"  as  to  the  propagation  of  malaria  is  accepted  as  a  demonstrated 
fact,  a  person  who  has  not  previously  had  the  disease  is  as  liable  to  be  inocu- 
lated therewith  as  is  one  who  had  suffered  from  a  prior  infectiori. 

Margaret  Christy  (widow) 313 

Poison. 

3.  The  soldier's  death  in  1899,  from  a  poisonous  dose  of  chloral  administered  by 

himself,  was  not  incident  in  any  way  to  his  military  service;  consequently  his 
widow  has  no  title  to  a  pension  under  the  general  law.  He  was  in  the  habit 
of  taking  said  drug  for  the  relief  of  insomnia  induced  by  disease  of  nervous 
system,  for  which  he  had  l>een  pensioned  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  but 
not  under  the  general  law.  The  appellant  contends  that  the  insomnia  was 
really  caused  by  pain  due  to  hemorrhoids,  for  which  he  had  formerly  been 
pensioned  under  the  general  law,  and  that  his  death  was,  therefore,  indirectly 
due  to  his  military  service.  It  iS  immaterial,  however,  as  to  what  the  actual 
cause  of  the  insomnia  may  have  l^een  or  whether  the  overdose  of  chloral  was 
taken  by  mistake  or  with  suicidal  intent,  as  he  was  not  insane  as  a  result  of 
his  military  service,  but  was  sound  in  mind  if  not  in  body.  Citing  mother  of 
John  G.  Stack  (2  P.  D.,  153);  Ellen  Flynn,  widow  (8  P.  D..  54);  Jessie  M. 
Whallan,  widow  (8  P.  D.,  131). 

Fanny  G.  Pomeroy  {widow) ...••.••... 342 

DEATH  OF  OLAIMANT. 

S(*e  Attornkyhhip,  413. 
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DECIiABATION. 

See  also  Commexcement,  352,  398. 

A  declaration  for  pension  executed  prior  to  discharige,  although  filed  subeequently, 
is  void  and  of  no  effect  as  the  foundation  of  a  claim. 

Minan  of  John  GUlej^pie 280 

DECBEE. 

See  Marriage  and  Divorce,  460. 

DEMONSTRATION. 

See  pATHoixxncAL  Sequence,  307. 

DEPENDENCE. 
Acts  June  27,  1800,  and  May  0,  1900. — Construction. 

1.  The  act  of  May  9, 1900,  amending  sections  2  and  3  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  has 

no  retroactive  effect  or  operation  whatever,  and  a  pension  allowed  to  a  widow 
under  the  provisions  of  said  amendatory  act  can  commence  only  from  the  date 
of  filing  her  application  therefor  subsequent  to  the  date  of  its  approval.  It 
appearing  that  this  appellant  >'as  in  receipt  of  an  annual  income,  from  all 
sources  other  than  her  daily  labor,  of  at  least  $150,  her  original  application  for 
pension  under  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  filed  prior  to  the 
passage  of  the  act  of  May  9,  1900,  was  properly  rejected  upon  the  ground  that 
she  was  tiot  without  other  means  of  support  than  her  daily  labor  within  the 
meaning  and  intent  of  said  section. 

Emma  J.  HaUett  (vddmv) 31 

Dependent  parents. 

2.  An  alleged  dependent  mother  is  without  present  means  of  support  if  such  means 

of  support  consist  only  of  the  legal  and  moral  obligations  of  her  husband,  such 
obligations  being  conclusively  shown  to  be  productive  of  practically  nothing 
toward  her  support,  and  the  law  being  powerless  to  make  them  productive; 
provided  always,  that  the  said  husband  has  no  property  which  can  be  made 
liable  for  such  support. 

Margaret  Kuhn  (mother) 241 

3.  Claimant,  who  is  the  owner  of  ground  rent  leasehold  interests  in  the  city  of  Balti- 

more, Md.,  the  market  value  of  which  is  admitted  to  be  $2,693,  is  not  depend- 
ent within  the  meaning  of  section  4707,  Rensed  Statutes,  as  amended  by  the 
first  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  or  under  any  existing  law  relative  to 
dependent  parents. 

Ellen  McKenney  (mother) 432 

^      Dependent  widows. 

4.  A  widow  who  is  possesseil  of  a  yearly  income  of  $142.50  and  is  76  years  of  age 

is  not  dependent  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.    Case  distinguishefl  in  prin- 
ciple from  that  of  Emma  T.  Wangelin  (9  P.  D.,  76),  said  case  being  sustained. 
Hannah  Sherry  ( widow) 125 

5.  The  evidence  shows  that  this  claimant  has  a  means  of  support  which  if  conserved 

with  reasonable  care  would  produce  an  actual  net  income  in  excess  of  $250  per 
year,  and  she  is  not,  therefore,  entitled  to  pension  under  the  third  section  of 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  May  9,  1900. 

Harriet  D,  Hovard  (widotv) 448 
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DESEBTIOK. 

See  D18CHAKOE,  346;  Division  of  Pension,  24,  77,  134,  142,  143,  177,  180,  218,  422, 

424,  430. 

DISBABBED  ATTOBNET. 

See  Fee,  25. 

DISABII.ITY. 

See  Appeal,  170;  Pathological  Seql^ence,  307. 

DISCHABQE. 

See  also  Declarations,  280;  Service,  237. 

Desertion. 

The  claimant  having  deserted  from  a  prior  service  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion, 
he  is  not  pensionable  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1^0;  and  his  honorable  dis- 
chai^  from  a  subsequent  service  can  not  be  considered  under  the  joint  resolu- 
tion of  July  1,  1902,  to  constitute  an  honorable  discharge  also  from  his  prior 
service,  as  said  subsequent  service  was'  for  less  than  six  months. 

Daniel  G,  Peterson 346 

DISEASE  OF  EYES. 

See  Origin,  1. 

DISEASE  OF  BEGTTJM  AND  T7BAEMIC  POISOIONG. 

* 

See  Pathological  Sequence,  153. 
DISLOTAIiTY. 

Joint  resolution  of  July  1,  1002. 

1.  It  appearing  from  the  evidence  in  this  case  that  this  appellant  rendered  voluntary 

military  service  in  the  Confederate  army  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  and 
that  he  enlisted  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States  after  the  Ist  day  of 
January,  1865,  he  is  excluded  from  the  benefits  of  the  joint  resolution  of  Con- 
gress approved  July  1,  1902,  and  the  payment  of  pension  to  him  is  expressly 
prohibited  by  the  provisions  of  section  4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

JamesJ,  Wade 128 

2.  The  claimant  was  grantedUi  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  on  December 

2, 1892,  which  he  drew  until  March  30, 1896,  when  his  name  was  dropped  from 
the  rolls  on  the  ground  of  disloyalty;  on  July  31,  1902,  he  filed  a  claim  for 
restoration  to  the  rolls  under  said  act,  and  was  granted  a  pension  to  date  from 
the  filing  of  said  claim;  appeal  was  filed  in  which  it  is  contended  that  he  should 
have  been  granted  a  pension  from  the  date  he  was  dropped  from  the  rolls 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  setting  up  the  joint  resolution  approved  July  1, 
1902:  Heldf  that  the  joint  resolution  of  July  1,  1902,  is  not  a  granting  act,  but 
merely  removes  the  bar  to  payn  ent  of  money  on  account  of  pension  raised  by 
section  4716,  Revised  Statutes,  and  that  upon  the  removal  of  said  bar  claimant 
had  title  to  restoration  to  the  rolls  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890;  there  is  no  authority  of  law  in  this  case  for  commencing  pension  from 
any  other  date  than  from  the  date  of  filing  the  declaration  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890. 

JohnEnfinger 249 
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3.  The  first  section  of  the  joint  resolution  of  Congress  approved  July  1, 1902,  consid- 

ered in  its  relation  to  the  second  and  third  sections  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890, 
and  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes:  Held,  That  the  first  section  of  said  joint 
resolution  has  no  effect,  either  retro6i)ectively  or  prospectively,  to  change,  alter, 
or  modify  the  conditions  of  pensionable  title  prescribed  by  the  second  and 
third  sections  of  said  act;  it  removed  only  the  prohibition  of  payment  con- 
tained in  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes,  title  being  still  based  on  and  deter- 
minable under  said  sections.  The  act  of  June  27,  1890,  provided  for  the  date 
of  commencement  of  pension  thereunder;  the  joint  resolution  did  not  alter 
such  provision  in  any  particular,  and  a  claimant  for  pension  under  said  act,  if 
entitled,  should  be  paid  from  the  date  provided  by  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

Mary  W,  Oraig  ( vndoiv) 259 

4.  The  soldier  served  more  than  ninety  days  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  and  waa 

honorably  discharged;  his  widow  is  entitled  to  pension  under  said  act  if  the 
other  essentials  of  title  are  present. 

KeriUa  Jledgspeih  (uidow) 349 

Disloyalty — Section  4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes — Joint  resolution  of 
July  1,  1002 — Restoration. 

5.  The  exception  to  the  first  section  of  the  joint  resolution  of  July  1,  1902,  wherein 

it  is  stated  that  the  benefits  of  the  resolution  shall  not  apply  to  those  (soldiers) 
who  had  a  prior  Confederate  service  and  enlisted  in  the  military  service  of 
the  United  States  after  January  1,  1865,  applies  to  all  members  of  the  First, 
Second,  Third,  Fourth,  Fifth,  and  Sixth  regiments,  United  States  Infantry,  as 
well  as  to  all  other  soldiers  who  had  a  Confederate  service. 

James  M.  Lawrence 395 

DISMISSAIi. 

See  Division  of  Pensions,  270;  Practice,  40,  161,  176,  211,  347. 

DISTRICT  OF  GOIiTTMBIA. 

8ee  Makriaue,  234. 

DIVISION  OF  PENSION. 

See  also  Jurisdiction,  208;  Marriage,  236;  Moral  character,  383;  Necessitous 
CIRCUMSTANCES,  205;  Payment  of  pension,  22;  Practice,  176,  203,  206,  211,  247, 
299,  AND  542. 

Desertion. 

1.  First,  the  adjudicration  of  a  claim  under  the  thir^l  ])roviso  of  the  act  of  March 

3,  1899,  as  a  claim  under  the  first  proviso  of  saitl  act  is  error;  second,  pensioner 
having  left  the  National  Soldiers'  Home  subsequent  to  the  date  on  which 
claimant  filed  her  said  first  applic^ition,  nhe  thereupon  filed  a  claim  based  uix)n 
the  first  proviso  of  said  act  of  March  3,  1899,  alleging  desertion,  which  claim 
w^as  rejected  by  the  Bureau  on  the  ground  that  slie  had  failed  to  prove  statu- 
tory desertion:  i/e/rf,  That  the  testimony  taken  on  special  examination  fairly 
shows  i)en8ioner  responsible  for  tlie  separation  from  his  wife,  and  that  his 
intemperate  habits  and  abuse  of  claimant  legally  justified  her  in  refusing  to 
renew  the  su8i)ended  marital  relations  terminated  by  his  desertion  September 
15,  1901. 

LivtiKjood  V.  Livengaod 134 

2.  Pensioner's  contention  that  he  did  not  desert  claimant,  but  that  she  was  resjwn- 

sible  for  the  separation,  is  not  sustained  l)y  the  evidence,  she  being  legally 
justified  in  her  refusal  to  renew  the  marital  relations  suspendinl  by  her  hus- 
band's conviction  of  adulterv. 

m 

IIaiu€»  V.  HaiucH ,,  142 
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3.  Where  a  divorce  is  granted  tho  husband  for  the  fault  of  the  wife,  and  she  vol- 

untarily assumes  the  exclusive  custody  anci  control  of  their  minor  child,  the 
faihire  of  the  father  to  contribute  to  the  support  of  the  child  while  deprived  of 
its  custody  does  not  constitute  desertion  of  such  child  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act  of  Manh  3,  1899. 

Buzick  V.  Buzick 143 

4.  The  evidence  in  this  case  fails  to  show  desertion  on  the  part  of  the  pensioner 

under  the  act  of  March  3,  1 899,  the  separation  of  the  parties  being  the  result  of 
claimant's  desire  to  change  their  place  of  residence,  in  opposition  to  the  wishes 
of  pensioner,  and  make  her  home  with  her  children  instead  of  with  her  hus- 
band. 

SmUhy.  Smith , 177 

5.  The  evidence  in  this  case  shows  that  claimant  is  the  wife  of  pensioner  and  that 

he  deserted  her  for  more  than  six  months  prior  to  the  date  on  which  she  filed 
her  application  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899;  that  claimant  is  a  woman  of 
good  moral  character  and  in  necessitous  circumstances. 

Headw  Head 180 

6.  The  question  of  marital  desertion  is  immaterial,  so  far  as  it  involves  the  wife's 

right  to  one-half  her  husband's  pension  under  the  second  or  third  proviso  of 
the  act  of  March  3,  1899.  (Medley  v.  Medley,  12  P.  D.,  490;  Adams  r.  Adams, 
Ibid.,  370;  and  Livengood  v.  Livengood,  13  P.  D.,  134.) 

Hayes  v.  Hayes 212 

7.  By  the  term  ** statutory  desertion,"  as  applied  to  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  is 

meant  continuous  desertion  for  the  statutory  period  of  over  six  months  subse- 
quent to  the  passage  of  said  act.  The  evidence  in  this  case  not  only  fails  to 
establish  statutory  desertion  of  the  wife  by  her  husband,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  first  proviso  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  but  also  fails  to  show  desertion 
by  pensioner  within  the  general  legal  definition  of  that  word  as  applied  to 
matrimonial  relations. 

Martin  v.  Martin 430 

Failure  to  prosecute. 

8.  Claimant  file<l  her  ai>plication  March  13,  1902,  for  one-half  her  husband's  pen 

sion  and  delayed  for  over  a  year  to  file  any  evidence  in  support  thereof.  The 
rejection  of  her  said  application  by  the  Bureau,  March  10, 1903,  on  the  ground 
that  she  had  failed  to  furnish  any  evidence  in  support  of  her  claim  was  not 
error.  Justice  to  the  jKjnsioner,  as  well  as  to  the  meritorious  claimant,  requires 
that  there  U^  no  unnecessary  delay  in  the  prosecution  and  adjudication  of 
claims  under  the  first  three  provis<os  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899.  Afiddavits  as 
to  the  merits  of  the  claim  filed  after  an  appeal  to  the  Department  from  the 
final  action  of  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  can  not  be  properly  considered  on 
appeal.  (See  Kule  19  of  Practice. )  Since  May  21, 1902,  claimants  for  division 
of  pension  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  are  required  to  file  with  their 
declarations  proof  in  sui)ix)rt  th'^reof  of  sufladent  evidence  to  establish  a  prima 
facie  case  under  said  act.  (See  departmental  decision  in  the  case  of  Adams  r. 
Adams,  12  P.  D.,  370-378,  and  Bureau  order  of  May  21,  1902.) 

Randailx.  Rand(dl 411 

Marriage. 

9.  Under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Ohio  claimant  has  proved  a  valid,  subsisting,  legal 

marriage  with  pensioner.  The  evidence  also  shows  that  pensioner  deserted 
claimant  for  more  than  six  months  prior  to  February  6,  lfK)2,  the  date  on 
which  she  filed  her  aiiplication;  that  she  is  a. woman  of  good  moral  character 
and  in  ne<*ef*sitous  circumstances. 

Forbin  v.  Forhin 120 


554  INDEX   TO   DECISIONS. 

10.  Pensioner's  contention  that  claimant  drove  him  from  home  by  her  abusive  lan- 

guage rests  solely  upon  bis  own  testimony  and  is  not  sustained,  but  is  out- 
weighed by  other  evidence  in  the  case.  Pensioner's  ceremonial  marriage  to 
claimant  in  the  State  of  Indiana  in  1856  is  not  shown  to  be  illegal  because  of 
claimant's  prior  marriage  in  said  State  in  1846,  or  her  subsequent  marriage  to 
one  Hansford  Brown  in  said  State  of  Indiana  in  1875,  with  whom  she  cohabited 
until  his  death;  nor  by  pensioner's  subsequent  marriage  in  1869,  as  the  evi- 
dence shows  that  claimant's  marriage  t^)  pensioner  was  valid  and  has  not  been 
dissolved  by  death  or  divorce;  thus  outweighing  the  l^al  presumption^  in 
favor  of  the  last  marriages. 

Brobfix.  Brobst 218 

11.  Pensioner's  contention  that  he  was  never  married  to  claimant  and  that  she  is 

not  his  lawful  wife  is  not  sustained  by  the  evidence,  which  fairly  establishes  a 
valid  marriage  under  the  laws  of  Pennsylvania. 

Sharkey  \.  Sharkey 297 

12.  Pensioner  deserted  his  minor  child,  aged  8  months,  April  17,  1894,  since  which 

time  he  has  failed  to  in  any  manner  contribute  to  its  support.  The  fact  that 
pensioner's  wife,  and  mother  of  their  said  minor  child,  procured  a  divorce 
from  pensioner  March  11,  1898,  on  the  ground  of  desertion,  and  was  by  the 
court  awarded  the  **care,  custody,  and  education"  of  their  said  child,  does  not 
break  the  continuity  of  pensioner's  desertion  of  the  child  or  release  him  from 
his  parental  duty  to  aid  in  its  maintenance  and  support,  he  being  the  party  at 
fault. 

Thmn  v.  Dunn 422 

13.  A  decree  of  divorce  valid  on  its  face  should  be  accepted  as  conclusive  of  the 

marital  status  so  long  as  the  parties  to  the  suit  are  alive  and  the  courts  open  to 
them.  (See  Cooper  t\  Ck)oper,  13  P.  D.,  208,  and  Powell  t?.  Powell,  13  P.  D., 
236.) 

Lynch  v.  Lynch 447 

Kecessitous  circuinstaiieeB. 

14.  Pensioner  aged  61  years,  well  nourished,  not  wholly  incapacitated  from  earning 

his  support  by  manual  labor,  is  in  receipt  of  an  income  of  $204  per  annum. 
Claimant  is  58  years  of  age,  in  poor  health,  with  one  minor  child  under  16  years 
of  age  dependent  upon  her  for  support.  She  is  possessed  of  real  estate  assessed 
at  $300  cash  valuation  and  personal  property  valued  at  about  $50:  Held^  That 
claimant  is  shown  to  be  in  '* necessitous  circumstances"  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act  of  March  3,  1899.  (See  departmental  decisions  in  the  case  of  Fisher  r. 
Fisher,  12  P.  D.,  336,  and  Pierce  r.  Pierce,  ibid.,  412^15.)  The  evidence 
further  shows  that  pensioner  deserted  claimant  for  more  than  eight  years 
prior  to  July  30,  1900,  the  date  on  •which  she  filed  her  application  for  one-half 
his  pension  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899;  that  said  desertion  has  betn 
continuous,  and  that  she  is  a  woman  of  good  moral  character:  HM,  That 
claimant  is  entitled  to  one-half  her  husband's  pension  due  or  to  become  due 
said  pensioner  on  and  after  July  30,  1900  (de<lucting  payments  made  hir 
under  the  Bureau  adjudication  of  April  29, 1901 ),  in  accordance  witfi  the  depart- 
mental decision  in  the  case  of  Adams  r.  Adams  ( 12  P.  D.,  370) .  See  also  the  case 
of  Cooper  r.  Cooper  (ibid.,  163). 

Dustin  V.  Dustin 77 

15.  The  evidence  in  this  case  fails  to  satisfactorily  show  that  claimant  is  in  necessitous 

circumstances  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1899.  Attorneys  pro- 
hibited from  appearing  for  both  parties  in  contested  cases  under  act  of  March 
3,  1899. 

Parker  \,  Parker 233 
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16.  Claimant  in  the  poeeession  of  $2,300  worth  of  real  and  personal  estate  is  not  in 

necesBitouB  circumstances  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  her 
husband  being  over  77  years  of  age  and  his  means  of  support  limited  to  his 
pension  of  $10  per  month. 

Daugherty  v.  Dokerty 302 

Payment. 

17.  The  provision  in  the  third  proviso  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  that  one-half  the 

pension  ''shall  be  paid  by  the  treasurer"  is  limited  to  those  cases  where  the 
treasurer  of  a  National  Soldiers*  Home  has  in  his  possession  funds  from  which 
the  payment  ordered  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  can  be  made,  and  if  for 
any  reason  the  treasurer  has  no  such  funds  and  the  pensioner  has  ceased  to  be 
an  inmate  of  the  Home,  then  the  one-half  of  the  pension  to  which  claimant 
under  said  act  is  shown  to  be  entitled  should  be  withheld  from  future  accruing 
pension  and  paid  claimant  by  the  United  States  pension  agent  under  the  direc- 
tion of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions.  Where  through  administrative  error  or 
mistake  the  pensioner  has  been  paid  the  one-half  his  pension  to  which  his 
wife  has  duly  established  her  legal  title,  the  amount  thus  erroneously  paid  him 
should  be  withheld  from  his  accruing  pension  and  paid  to  the  wife  under  the 
provision  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  subject  to  the  limitation  of  Rule  16  of 
Practice. 

Taumy.  TiUon .• 363 

Practice. 

IS.  An  application  under  the  first  proviso  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  void  because 
prematurely  filed;  the  question  of  desertion  is  immaterial.  Pensioner's  conten- 
tion having  been  conceded  by  the  Bureau  and  the  $225  pension  unlawfully 
withheld  from  him  having  been  directed  to  be  paid  him  January  7,  1903,  his 
appeal  from  the  Bureau  action  of  April  2,  1900,  is  dismissed. 

KUmery.  Kilmer 270 

19.  The  evidence  is  this  case  fails  to  satisfactorily  show  marital  desertion  on  the  part 

of  pensioner,  or  that  claimant  is  not  responsible  for  the  separation.  The  pro- 
vision of  Rule  of  Practice  19  that  "No  additional  evidence  upon  the  merits  of 
the  claim  should  be  filed  by  either  appellant  or  appellee,  or  considered  on 
appeal,'*  does  not  apply  to  affidavits  filed  prior  to  the  appeal,  and  which  were 
passed  upon  by  the  Bureau. 

Crutney,  Crume - 424 

Separation. 

20.  Voluntary  cohabitation  of  husband  and  wife  after  entering  into  an  agreement  for 

immediate  separation  operates  as  a  mutual  rescission  of  the  agreement.  ( Bishop 
on  Marriage,  Divorce,  and  Separation,  vol.  1,  par.  1302,  and  note  3;  Stewart 
on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  par.  191,  and  note  3;  Bouvier's  Law  Dictionary,  vol. 
2,  p.  580;  Kehr  v.  Smith,  20  Wall.,  31;  note  to  case  of  Stephenson  v.  Osborne, 
90  Am.  Dec.,  369.) 

Frittsy.  Friits 24 

21.  The  evidence  in  this  case  fails  to  show  that  pensioner  deserted  claimant  or  that 

she  was  legally  justified  in  leaving  him.  Separation  by  mutual  consent  is  not 
desertion.  (Harris  v.  Harris,  12  P.  D.,  7-12;  Coats  v.  Coats,  ibid.,  507,  and 
Smith  r.  Smith,  13  P.  D.) 

Whitney  y.  Whitney 301 

DIVOBCE. 

See  DiviBiON  op  Pension,  422;  Jubisdiction,  208;  Marriage,  9,  236,  333;  Restora- 
tion, 118,  435. 
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DIVOKCE  DECKEE. 

See  DniKioN  of  Pension,  447. 

BIVOBGE  AND  BEMABHIAOE. 

See  Rkimih'rsement,  201. 

DROPPING. 

See  Orkun,  1 ;  Restoration,  392. 

ENXISTMENT. 
See  Service,  41 . 

ESTOPPEL. 

See  Fee,  26. 

EVIDENCE. 

See  also  Acxtrued  Pension,  181;  Advlterovs  Cohabitation,  367;  Appeal,  170; 
Death  Cause,  342;  Dependent  Parents,  241;  Division  of  Pension,  120,  142,  180, 
218,  233,  297,  301,  424,  447;  Marriage,  49,  59,  64,  90,  96,  146,  213,  234,  272,  333, 
402,  403;  Moral  Character,  383;  Necessitous  Circumstances,  205;  Pathoixx^ical 
Sequence,  112,  222,  307;  Practice,  203,  299,  344;  Rate,  362;  Service,  230,  288. 

Burden  of  proof. 

1.  The  evidence  in  this  case  does  not  conform  to  the  requirements  as  to  the  charac- 

ter and  quantity  of  proof  necessary  to  establish  claims  of  this  class.  As  it  does 
not  appear  from  the  evidence  that  the  claim  is  a  meritorious  one,  or  reason- 
ably probable  that  testimony  could  be  obtained  to  legally  establish  its  merits, 
such  a  prima  facie  case  as  contemplated  by  the  rules  of  the  Bureau,  which  have 
been  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  governing  special  examinations 
has  not  been  presented.  The  enactments  of  Congress  relating  to  special  exam- 
inations conferred  no  new  rights  upon  applicants  for  pension,  nor  do  they  in 
any  manner  shift  from  them  tht*  Imrden  of  legally  establishing  their  claims. 

JohnE.  Nearij 437 

Kecord. 

2.  Appellant  was  discharged  from  the  8er\'ice  on  a  surgeon's  certificate  of  disability 

which  recited  that  he  was  "incapable  of  performing  the  duties  of  a  soldier, 
because  of  a  fracture  of  the  carpal  bones  of  right  hand,  preventing  the  free  use 
of  the  aam6.  Injury  wa-s  received  July  15,  at  Alexandria,  when  getting  on  a 
railway  train,  the  said  private  being  on  duty  at  the  time."  Held,  That  the 
presumption  is  that  the  surgeon  who  made  the  certificate  secured  his  informa- 
tion from  reliable  sources.  Ilia  dutv  was  to  make  a  true  record  of  the  facts 
recited  in  it.  The  presumption  that  he  performed  his  full  duty  in  that  regard 
is  so  strong  that  it  is  not  overcome  by  mere  probabilities. 

Thomas  F.  Gardner 84 

3.  Soldier  was  formerly  discharged  by  the  customary  certificate  of  discharge  after  a 

service  of  more  than  five  months,  as  shown  by  the  records  of  the  War  Depart- 
ment. In  the  absence  of  any  evidence  to  the  contrary  it  will  be  presumed  that 
he  served  ninety  days  or  more,  *' actual  service,"  in  the  war  of  the  rebellion. 
The  widow  is  therefore  pensionable.  The  conclusion,  determination,  or 
opinion  of  an  officer  of  any  other  department,  based  upon  evidence  not  before 
this  Department,  ia  not  competent  evidence  to  be  considered  in  the  determina- 
tion of  the  case. 

Catherine  J'arvfli  ( indnu) 450 
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4.  The  public  reoonl  as  to  the  cause  of  death  is  not  conclusive,  but  the  question  of 

death  cause  i.^  one  of  fact  to  be  decided  upon  all  the  evidence,  and  the  medical 
referee's  conclusion  as  to  such  cause  is  generally  followed  by  the  Department 
when  based  upon  all  the  evidence  and  upon  facts  appearing  therein  reasonably 
and  fairly  warranting  it. 

William  Blaisdell  {afceased) 465 

Opinion  evidence. 

5.  The  opinion  of  the  medical  referee,  w^hile  generally  accepted  on  purely  medical 

questions,  is  not  conclusive,  but  U  advisory  only,  and  on  questions  of  mental 
capacity  and  of  facts  lying  within  the  range  of  common  observation  and  experi- 
ence his  opinion,  and  medical  t^timony  generally ,  is  not  entitled  to  any  greater 
weight  because  of  the  fact  of  his  or  the  witness  being  a  physician,  but  such 
questions  should  be  decided  upon  all  the  evidence  in  the  case. 

William  Blaisdell  {deceased) 465 

Presumptions. 

6.  To  warrant  the  presumption  of  death  of  a  soldier  in  a  pension  claim  it  is  not  neces- 

sary to  show  the  "unexplained  absence  of  such  enlisted  man  from  his  home 
and  family,"  as  provided  in  the  act  of  March  13,  1896,  but  proof  that  he  has 
not  been  heard  of  for  seven  years  by  those  (if  any)  who,  if  he  had  been  alive, 
would  naturally  have  heard  of  him  is  sufficient  to  warrant  the  presumption  of 
his  death,  unless  the  circumstances  of  the  case  are  such  as  to  account  for  his  not 
being  heard  of  without  assuming  his  death.  (Davie  r.  Briggs,  97  U.  S.,  628.) 
In  this  case  while  there  were  reasons  whv  soldier  did  not  communicate  with 
his  wife,  yet  he  was  in  correspondence  with  his  brothers  and  sister  until  1874, 
when  it  is  supposed  he  was  killed  on  a  railroad,  and  promised  to  write  again, 
but  never  did,  and  these  facts  bring  the  case  within  the  common-law  rule  of 
presumption  of  death  as  stated  in  Davie  ?\  Briggs. 

Annie  Lynch  {widow) 54 

Weight  of  evidence. 

7.  The  question  of  title  to  the  first-grade  rate  is  one  of  mixed  law  and  fact,  to  be 

decided  from  all  the  laws  in  pari  materia  on  the  one  hand  and  from  all  the  evi- 
dence on  the  other.  Insanity  does  not  of  itself  necessarily  entitle  to  either  the 
first-grade  or  the  intermediate  rate,  but  it  must  be  shown  that  the  disability 
or  disabilities  established  as  originating  in  line  of  duty  in  service  totally 
incapacitate  the  soldier  for  manual  labor,  and  also  necessitate  the  regular  or  the 
f refluent  and  periodical  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another.  The  evidence 
herein  shows  that  the  allowance  of  pension  at  the  first-grade  rate  in  January, 
1891,  was  erroneous  and  illegal,  as  it  included  disabilities  which  had  not  been 
established  as  of  service  origin,  and  as  neither  total  incapacity  for  manual  lalx)r 
nor  regular  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  law  as  construed  by  the  Department,  existed  by  reason  of  the  only  cause, 
sciatic  rheumatism,  shown  to  have  originated  in  line  of  duty  in  service,  and 
that  the  rate  was  properly  reduced  to  $10  per  month  from  July  4,  1893,  neither 
such  incapacity  for  labor  no^  such  need  of  aid  and  attendance  having  existed 
since  that  date  from  said  cause.  The  soldier's  mental  disease  or  infirmity  is 
shown  to  have  had  no  probable  or  {X)S8ible  }>athological  connection  with  said 
difccas(»  on  account  of  which  he  was  properly  pensionable,  sciatic  rheumatism, 
nor  anv  connection  otherwise  with  his  militarv  service,  but  is  shown  to  have 
been  probably  due  to  other  and  nonservice  causes.  A  bare  preponderance  of 
testimony  is  ndt  sufficient  to  establish  fraud,  but  there  must  be  such  clear  and 
ample  preponderance  as  to  satisfy  the  mind  and  conscience  of  the  fact  of  fraud. 
It  is  error  to  omit,  on  special  examinaticm  of  a  claim,  to  cross-examine  pro- ' 
curable  witnesses  whose  affidavits  prima  facie  establish  such  claim. 

William  Blaisdell 465 
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FATLUBE  TO  PBOSB0T7TE. 

See  Division  of  Pension's,  411. 

FEE. 

Disbarred  attorney. 

1.  When  a  claimant,  pending  the  disbarment  of  his  attorney  of  record,  employs 

another  attorney  who  prosecutes  the  claim  to  final  adjudication;  no  fee  will  be 
certified  to  the  disbarred  attorney  upon  his  restoration  to  practice,  but  his 
disbarment  will  operate  as  an  estoppel  to  bar  any  claim  for  fee. 

Edxmrd  S.  Murray ^ 25 

Limitation — Order  354. 

2.  When  certificate  issues  to  allow  pension  in  a  claim  subsequently  to  the  date  of 

the  promulgation  of  order  No.  354  and  more  than  three  years  elapse  before 
an  attorney  interested  in  the  case  files  a  request  for  fee,  the  Bureau  may  prop- 
erly decline  to  consider  his  title  thereto. 

Hezekiah  Miller 39 

3.  When  in  a  claim  certificate  issues  to  allow  pension  prior  to  January  15, 1898,  the 

date  of  the  promulgation  of  order  354  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  and 
more  than  three  years  have  elapsed  from  said  date  before  an  attorney  for  the 
first  time  since  the  allowance  of  the  claim  directs  the  attention  of  the  Bureau 
by  calls  for  status  or  other  method  to  the  consideration  of  his  title  to  fee  on 
said  issue,  the  Bureau,  under  said  order,  may  properly  refuse  to  consider  his 
title  thereto. 

Mary  A.  Goodman 37 

Reratin^. 

4.  For  services  in  a  claim  for  rerating  under  any  act,  an  attorney  who  has  been  paid 

a  fee  for  prosecuting  a  soldier's  original  claim  thereunder  is  not  entitled  to  an 
additional  fee  when  the  claim  for  rerating  is  based  upon  a  right  existing  at  the 
time  said  attorney  made  his  contract  to  prosecute  the  original  claim,  it  being 
his  duty  under  said  contract  to  secure  for  the  soldier  the  correct  rate  of  pension 
from  the  proper  time. 

Reuben  Merryman 75 

FOKFEIT  UKE. 

See  Attorneys,  444. 

FRAUD. 

See  also  Divimon  of  Pension,  447;  Marriage,  236,  460;  Rbimbitrsembnt,  13. 

Section  4720,  B.  S. 

No  appeal  lies  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  from  the  action  of  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Pensions  suspending  payment  of  pension  under  the  provisions  of 
section  4720  of  the  Revised  Statutes  for  fraud  in  procuring  a  special  act  until 
the  propriety  of  repealing  such  special  act  can  be  considered  by  Congress. 
.     Henry  E,  Van  Trees 428 

GOOD  FAITH. 

See  Marriage,  98. 

aiTKSHOT  WOUND  AND   PABALTSIS  AGITAKS. 

See  PATHoLocacAL  Sequence,  107. 


See  MARKiAiiK,  96. 
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iij:4iNois. 

See  Marriage,  68. 


See  Marriage,  57,  59,  90,  402.   * 

INCOME. 

See  Dependence,  125,  448. 

INCBEASE. 

See  also  Appeal,  170;  Pathological  Seqcence,  107;  Practice,  304;  Reimbitrsement, 

13;  Berating,  283. 

Acts  of  March  4,  1800,  and  July  14,  1802. 

1.  The  objective  conditions  manifested  at  the  medical  examination  made  of  the  sol- 

dier November  30,  1900,  pursuant  to  his  claim  for  increase  filed  June  14,  1900, 
when  he  was  pensioned  at  the  second-grade  rate  for  '*  chronic  diarrhea,  and 
disease  of  mind  and  nervous  system,  result  of  sunstroke,"  were  such — when 
considered  in  connection  with  the  collateral  facts  adduced  in  the  case — as  war- 
ranted the  allowance  of  the  $50  rate  from  the  date  of  said  examination. 
Under  authority  vested  in  her  by  tiie  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Joel  Ames, 
insane  (8  P.  D.,  171),  and  in  several  other  cases,  his  wife,  as  next  friend,  filed 
a  claim  for  the  rerating  of  his  invalid  claim  from  the  date  of  its  original  allow*- 
ance,  contending  that  he  was  entitled  to  either  the  $50  rate  or  the  |72  rate 
from  said  date.  This  contention  is  untenable,  as  by  the  express  terms  of  the 
acts  of  March  4,  1890,  and  July  14, 1892,  respectively,  the  rate  provided  by  the 
former  act  can  only  be  allowed  in  such  cases  as  the  one  at  bar  from  the  date  of 
the  certificate  of  an  examining  surgeon  or  board  of  surgeons,  showing  title  to 
such  rate,  and  the  allowance  of  the  rate  prescribed  in  the  latter  act  is  prohib- 
ited from  any  date  prior  to  the  date  of  such  a  certificate.  Title  to  the  $72  rate 
was  not  shown;  and  inasmuch  as  the  allowance  of  the  $50  rate  has  been 
directed  in  the  soldier's  claim  for  increase,  no  other  readjustment  of  rates  is 
warranted. 

Patrick  MaUon  {deceased) 290 

2.  The  appellant  is  now,  and  has  been  since  March  3, 1883,  pensioned  at  the  rate  of 

$30  per  month  (second  grade)  for  **  disease  of  heart  and  injury  of  left  knee.** 
In  1889,  pursuant  to  certain  facts  brought  to  light  by  the  evidence  adduced  a€ 
a  special  examination  held  in  the  premises,  his  name  was  dropped  from  the 
rolls,  but  it  was  promptly  restored  thereto  by  direction  of  the  First  Deputy 
Commissioner  of  Pensions,  upon  a  review  of  the  same  evidence  and  upon  the 
same  set  of  facts  that  caused  the  said  action  of  dropping.  While  the  action  of 
restoration  does  not  clear  the  case  from  the  cloud  resting  upon  it,  the  appellant 
is,  nevertheless,  under  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  William  Wilson  (10 
P.  D.,  232),  entitled  to  whatever  increase  in  rate  the  degree  of  disability  due 
to  pensioned  causes  may  warrant,  so  long  as  his  name  is  permitted  to  remain 
upon  the  rolls.  In  the  judgment  of  the  Department,  the  personal  aid  and 
attendance  of  another  person,  shown  to  be  required  in  this  case  by  reason  of 
said  causes,  brings  the  case  within  the  purview  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
July  14,  1892,  and  consequently  warrants  the  allowance  of  the  $50  rate  from 
the  date  of  the  certificate  of  the  medical  examination  held  pursuant  to  the 
claim  for  increase,  from  the  rejection  of  which  the  appeal  was  taken. 

Jones  A.  Uendersaix 455 

INCUBATION. 

See  Incurkkxce,  358. 
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INCXTBBENCE. 

'    See  Death  Cause,  313. 

Line  of  duty. 

The  rejection  of  the  claim  for  typhoid  fever  and  alleged  resulting  disease  of  eyee 
and  lungs  upon  the  ground  that  the  same  was  not  incurred  in  line  of  duty, 
claimant  being  absent  from  his  command  on  verbal  furlough  at  date  of  incur- 
rence, was  improper,  inasmuch  as  it  is  not  impossible  that  the  incubation  stage 
of  said  fever  may  have  extended  beyond  the  date  of  the  furlough.  The  claim 
is  therefore  returned  for  readjudication,  treating  disease  of  eyes  and  typhoid 
fever  and  alleged  results  thereof  as  distinct  affections. 

Arthur  G.  Mellinger 358 

INDIANA. 

See  Marriage,  333. 

INDIANS. 
See  Marriage,  368. 

INFLAMMATION  OF  BLADBEB  AND  HEBNIA. 

See  Pathoixxsical  Sequence,  184. 

INSANE  PEBSONS. 

See  Increase,  290. 

INSANITT. 

See  Evidence,  465;  Pathoix)oical  Sequence,  105. 

JXTBISDIOTION. 
Divorce. 

1.  Claimant  should  test  the  validity  of  her  husband's  alleged  fraudulent  divorce  in 

the  court  where  the  divorce  was  procured  or  impeach  its  validity  by  proper 
proceedings  in  another  court.  Public  policy  and  administrative  duty  require 
that  questions  of  this  nature  should  \)e  left  to  the  courts  and  that  parties  ques- 
tioning the  validity  of  a  decree  or  judgment  of  a  court  of  general  juris<iiction 
over  the  subject-matter,  collaterally,  in  a  prwieeding  of  this  nature  should  be 
relegated  to  the  courts  for  their  remedy. 

Christine  Cooper  v.  Joel  S.  Ojoper 208 

Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

2.  There  is  no  statute  inhibiting  one  administration  from  re^aewing  the  action  of  a 

past  administration,  and  the  Department  may  not  make  any  such  inhibition. 
The  Department  may,  however,  in  the  interei^ts  of  g(xxl  administration  and  on 
grounds  of  public  policy,  properly  and  lawfully  refuse  such  review  except  on 
error  or  gross  injustice  api)earing  on  the  face  of  the  record  or  clearly  demon- 
strated in  a  motion  for  reconsideration.  Failure  by  the  Department  to  enter- 
tain as  a  motion  for  reconsideration  a  guardian's  letter  setting  forth  facts 
sufficient  under  the  rules  to  constitute  a  valid  motion  for  reconsideration  of  a 
decision  adverse  to  such  guardian's  ward  is  such  error  as  will  be  corrected, 
after  the  ward's  death,  on  motion  regularly  made  by  one  entitled  to  claim  the 
latter's  accrued  pension.  In  exercising  such  power  of  review  one  administra- 
tion may  not  disturb  the  action  of  a  past  administration  so  as  to  affect  pension 
already  paid  thereunder,  unless  fraud  or  mistake  of  fact  \)e  shown;  but  an 
erroneous  judgment  on  the  evidence  may  be  corrected,  by  any  succeeding 
administration,  so  far  as  regards  future  pension.     The  Commissioner  of  Pen- 
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eions  has,  with  the  consent  and  under  the  supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  full  power  at  any  time  to  increase  or  to  reduce  a  pension  according 
to  right  and  justice,  subject  only  to  certain  provisions  as  to  notice  and  hearing, 
and  it  is  his  duty  to  reduce  or  to  withdraw  pension  when  it  ia  shown  to  be 
contrary  to  a  clear  and  unambiguous  law  as  to  which  no  misconstruction  is 
possible. 

mUiam  BlaistUU , 465 

Secretary  of  War. 

3.  The  Secretary  of  War  has  the  power  and  authority  under  the  Constitution,  as 
interpreted  by  the  Supreme  Court,  under  regulations  of  the  War  Department 
approved  by  the  President,  to  appoint  an  officer  to  fill  an  office  created  by  act 
of  Congress,  when  the  appointment  is  not  otherwise  provided  for.  A  vete- 
rinary suigeon  is  not  a  civil  employee,  but  an  officer  within  the  meaning  of 
paragraph  1,  section  4693,  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States. 

Margaret  J.  Treacy 416 

JOINT  BESOLTTTION  OF  JXJIiT  1,  1002. 

See  Discharge,  346;  Disloyalty,  128,  248,  259,  349. 


See  Marriage,  64. 

LEGimCACY. 

See  also  Marriage,  368,  541. 

In  the  State  of  Missouri  children  bom  of  an  ill^al  marriage  can  inherit  and  transmit 
by  descent  the  same  as  if  bom  of  lawful  marriage,  and  it  is  held  that  the 
minors  in  this  case  are  legitimate  for  pensionable  purposes. 

Minors  of  Harvey  Perkins 414 

UOHTKINa  STROKE  AND  PABAI.YSIS. 

See  Pathological  Sequence,  162. 

LIMITATION. 

See  Fee,  37,  39. 

LINE  OF  BUTT. 

See  Incurrence,  358. 

LOXnSIANA. 

See  Marriage,  98. 

MATiAKIA.  ' 

See  Death  Cause,  313. 

MA&ITAL  DESEBTION. 

See  Division  op  Pension,  212. 

HABBIAOE. 

See  also  Division  op  Pension,  120,  218,  297;  Legitimacy,  414;  Minor's  Pension, 

151;  Restoration,  441. 
Cohabitation. 

1.  The  evidence  in  this  case  shows  that  the  relations  which  existed  between  the 
deceased  soldier  and  this  appellant  prior  to  their  public  ceremonial  marriage, 
July  21,  1892,  were  not  matrimonial,  but  unlawful  and  illicit,  and  did  not  con- 
P.  D.— VOL.  13—02 36 
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stitute  a  common-law  marriage.  The  appellant,  having  married  the  soldier 
subaequent  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890«  has  no  title  to  pension 
thereunder  as  his  widow. 

Mary  Newland  (cm  widow) 338 

Decree  of  nullity. 

2.  Claimant  married  soldier  in  1859  and  lived  with  him  as  his  wife  until  his  enlist- 
ment in  1863,  but  never  lived  with  him  thereafter.  She  filed  a  suit  for  divorce 
from  soldier  in  1866,  but  the  same  was  never  further  prosecuted.  In  October, 
1866,  she  sued  out  a  warrant  against  one  Penebacker,  chaiiging  him  with  bas- 
tardy and  being  the  father  of  her  male  child  bom  May  27, 1866.  On  February 
7,  1868,  soldier  was  granted  a  divorce  from  claimant  on  the  proved  allegations 
of  adultery,  personal  service  being  had  on  claimant,  as  shown  by  the  record, 
and  the  issue  being  fully  tried.  Soldier  died  July  20,  1873,  leaving  a  second 
wife,  who  died  in  October,  1877,  and  one  child,  Lottie,  under  16  years  of  age. 
Claimant  filed  a  claim  for  pension  under  the  general  law  as  widow  of  soldier  in 
Jime,  1886,  which  was  rejected  in  April,  1894.  In  December,  1895,  and  May, 
1896,  John  A.,  soldier's  son  by  claimant,  and  Lottie,  his  daughter  by  his  second 
wife,  filed  their  declaration  for  pension  under  the  general  law,  which  was 
allowed  June  17,  1897.  On  August  26,  1899,  the  decree  of  divorce  theretofore 
granted  was  set  aside  and  declared  null  upon  the  ground  that  on  the  face  of 
the  papers  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  in  the  matter,  and  on  the  further 
ground  that  fraud  had  been  perpetrated  by  soldier,  the  libelant;  the  decree 
further  stated  that  the  purpose  of  the  petition  was  to  aid  the  petitioner  in  the 
prosecution  of  a  pension  claim  against  the  United  States  Government,  and 
further  showing  while  the  lack  of  jurisdictional  facts  did  not  necessarily  render 
the  decree  void,  yet,  fraud  having  been  shown,  the  decree  was  vacated:  Held, 
That  said  decree  of  divorce  having  been  the  cause  that  led  to  the  payment  of 
pension  to  claimant's  son  and  soldier's  daughter,  and  the  Government  being 
shown,  by  the  petitioner's  allegations,  to  be  an  interested  party,  and  not  having 
been  notified  of  the  nullity  proceedings,  the  Department  refuses  to  be  bound 
by  the  decree  of  nullity.     (Case  of  Frances  MonhoUand,  7  P.  D.,  494.) 

Mary  Geinbe  {alleged  tmdow) 460 

Evidence. 

3.  Claimant  and  soldier  continued  to  live  and  cohabit  together  as  husband  and  wife 
for  ten  years  after  the  death  of  his  first  wife  and  up  to  the  time  of  his  death, 
during  which  time,  and  for  fifteen  years  prior  thereto,  they  were  generally 
reputed  and  acknowledged  to  be  husband  and  wufe:  Held^  That  under  the  laws 
of  Missouri  a  contract  of  marriage  between  the  parties  subsequent  to  the  death 
of  soldier's  first  wife  may  be  presumed,  and  hereby  is  presumed,  and  appellant 
is  the  lawful  widow  of  soldier. 

Catherine  JacobB  (widow) 69 

4.  The  evidence  fails  to  satisfactorily  account  for  either  the  death  or  divorce  of  the 
oflScer's  two  former  wives,  and  the  whole  history  of  the  case  fails  to  warrant  a 
presumption  that  the  marriage  with  claimant  was  a  legal  one.  The  Govern- 
ment is  not  called  upon  or  required,  in  a  pension  claim,  to  prove  any  issue; 

j  and  in  the  case  of  a  disputed  marriage  the  burden  of  proof  does  not  shift  to 

the  Government  to  prove  the  illegality  of  any  marriage.    The  Government  is 
I  neither  a  defendant  nor  contestant  in  a  pension  claim,  but  is  required,  under 

i  the  law,  to  pass  upon  the  evidence  in  such  a  claim,  subject  to  the  rules  and 

I  laws  which  universally  obtain.    Any  statement  to  the  contrary  effect  in  the 

opinion  in  the  case  of  Jeannette  Burton  (9  P.  D.,  31)  is  hereby  expressly  over- 
ruled. 

Mary  J,  Gilliland  {widow) 90 
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5.  The  evidence  of  claimant  and  three  witnesses  that  heard  the  fact  of  claimant's 

first  husband's  (Gavin)  death  from  drowning  from  McLean  and  Cahoe,  claim- 
ant's last  husband  (both  now  dead),  who  were  with  said  Gavin  at  the  time  of 
the  drowning  and  who  immediately  on  their  return  conveyed  the  information 
to  the  claimant  and  the  neighbors,  and  the  fact  that  said  Gavin's  daughter 
grew  to  womanhood  believing  that  her  father  came  to  his  death  as  stated  by 
these  deceased  persons,  sufficiently  established  the  death  of  such  person,  the 
declarations  of  these  witnesses  in  their  lifetime  being  so  connected  with  the 
principal  fact  under  inyestigation  that  they  are  admissible  as  original  evidence. . 
(1  Green.  Ev.,  sec.  108. ) 

Susan  Cahoe  {mdow) 96 

6.  A  special  examiner's  report  as  to  the  fact  and  purport  of  a  probate  court's  find- 

ing as  to  claimant's  marital  status,  with  corroborative  sworn  testimony  of  the 
probate  judge  who  made  such  finding  and  of  the  party  who  procured  the  tes- 
timony on  which  it  was  based,  is  sufficient  introduction  in  evidence  in  a  pen- 
sion claim  of  said  finding  when  no  contest  as  to  it  is  made  and  when  the 
claimant  against  whom  it  was  made  admits  it.  Such  finding  is  not  a  law  of 
the  State  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  August  7,  1882,  and  is  not  binding 
upon  the  Department  in  the  adjudication  of  such  claim;  but  as  a  rule  it  will 
be  followed  when  rendered  by  a  competent  tribunal  and  is  valid  on  its  face. 
The  word  "laws"  as  used  in  the  act  of  August  7,  1882,  providing  that  mar- 
riages shall  be  proven  in  pension  claims  to  be  legal  marriages  *' according  to  the 
laws"  of  the  place  where  the  parties  resided,  should  be  "limited  to  local  stat- 
utes (and  their  construction  by  the  local  tribunals)  and  local  usages"  having 
the  force  of  laws.  (Swift  r.  Tyson,  16  Pet.,  18.)  Secondary  evidence  aa  to 
the  contents  and  purport  of  lost  records  is  admissible  on  proof  of  the  loss  of 
such  records.  The  evidence  herein  shows  this  soldier  was  married  prior  to  lifl 
marriage  to  the  claimant;  that  his  first  wife  was  living  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
and  that  she  was  found  by  the  probate  court  administering  his  estate  to  be  his 
widow.  This  claimant  is  not,  therefore,  entitled  to  pension  as  widow,  she  not 
having  established  a  valid  marriage  according  to  the  laws  of  the  State  of 
Maine,  where  she  and  soldier  resided. 

Diana  M.  Dana 272 

7.  The  evidence  fails  to  show  satisfactorily  that  the  two  former  marriages  of  the 

claimant's  alleged  husband  were  illegal  or  have  been  dissolved  by  either  death 
or  divorce.     (Mary  J.  Gilliland,  13  P.  D.,  90. ) 

Mary  Marsh  {as  widow) 402 

IndianB. 

S.  Marriages  according  to  tribal  custom  are  valid  in  the  Cherokee  Nation  of  Indians, 
and  according  to  such  custom  no  form,  rite,  or  ceremony  is  essential  to  the 
validity  of  such  marriages,  the  mere  taking  up  and  living  together  as  husband 
and  wife  of  a  man  and  a  woman,  neither  having  a  former  wife  or  husband  liv- 
ing, being  sufficient  to  constitute  such  relation  a  customary  marriage.  The 
evidence  herein  shows  this  claimant's  parents  were  married  according  to  said 
tribal  custom,  and  that  she  is  the  soldier's  legitimate  child,  but  as  the  widow, 
her  mother,  is  yet  living,  and  has  not  forfeited  her  pensionable  status,  appellant 
has  no  title  to  pension,  and  her  claim  was  properly  rejected  on  this  ground. 

Minor  of  Rabbit  Bunch 368 

Fraud. 

9.  Pensioner  procured  a  decree  of  divorce  in  the  State  of  Indiana,  the  wife  being  a 
resident  of  the  State  of  Ohio.  No  notice  of  the  divorce  proceedings  was  served 
upon  the  wife,  and  she  did  not  appear.    Claimant  should  test  the  validity  of 
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her  husband's  alleged  fraudulent  divorce  in  the  court  where  the  divorce  was 
procured,  or  impeach  its  validity  by  proper  proceedings  in  another  court 
Public  policy  and  administrative  duty  require  that  questions  of  this  nature 
should  be  left  to  the  courts  and  that  parties  questioning  the  validity  of  a  decree 
or  judgment  of  court  of  general  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter,  collater- 
ally, in  a  proceeding  of  this  nature,  should  be  relegated  to  the  courts  for  their 
remedy. 

Potuellv,  PoweU .• 236 

In  District  of  Columbia. 

10.  Whether  the  claimant  and  soldier  were  married  in  Ireland  or  not,  there  is  suffi- 

cient proof  of  common-law  marriage  in  the  District  of  Columbia;  therefore  the 
claim  was  improperly  rejected. 

Bridget  BvUler  (widow) 234 

In  Indiana. 

11.  It  is  settled  law  in  Indiana  that  when  a  marriacre  has  been  consummated  in 

accordance  with  the  forms  of  law  it  is  presumed  that  no  legal  impediment 
existed  to  the  parties  entering  into  such  marriage,  and  the  fact,  if  shown,  that 
either  or  both  of  the  parties  have  been  previously  married,  and  that  such  wife 
or  husband  of  the  first  marriage  is  still  living,  does  not  destroy  the  prima  facie 
legality  of  the  last  marriage.  The  presumption  in  such  cases  is  that  the  former 
marriage  has  been  legally  dissolved  and  the  burden  that  it  was  not  rests  upon 
the  party  seeking  to  impeach  the  last  marriage.  ( VVenning  et  al.  r.  Teeple  et 
al.,  144  Ind.,  189.) 

ChristenaE.  AUbum  (tndow) 333 

In  Kentucky. 

12.  A  marriage  duly  and  formally  entered  into  is  presumed  to  be  valid;  and  slight 

evidence  is  held  sufficient  to  warrant  a  finding  of  fact  that  death  of  a  prior  con- 
sort occurreil  within  a  period  of  seven  years  prior  to  such  marriage,  when  such 
fact  is  essential  to  make  it  valid. 

Nancy  Nolen  (widow) 64 

In  Louisiana. 

13.  Under  the  laws  of  Ix)uisiana  a  putative  second  marriage  is,  in  all  respects  and  to 

all  intents  and  purposes,  a  valid  marriage  until  actually  declared  by  a  compe- 
tent court  to  be  null  and  void,  and  if  not  so  declared  prior  to  the  death  of  one 
of  the  parties  thereto,  it  may  not  be  after  the  death  of  such  party  so  as  to  affect 
any  rights  existing  at  the  time  of  death  based  on  such  marriage.  There- 
fore claimant  having  married  the  soldier  in  good  faith,  believing  her  former 
husband  to  be  dead  (no  information  to  the  contrary  appearing),  such  marriage 
was  sufficient  to  constitute  her  his  widow  for  pensionable  purposes.  As  claim- 
ant is  shown  to  have  been  guilty  shice  about  May  11, 1892,  of  open  and  notorious 
adulterous  cohabitation,  pension  allowable  under  her  claim  fileil  September  1, 
1891,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  should  be  terminate<l,  and  her  claims 
filed  subsequent  to  May  11,  1892,  should  be  rejected  on  the  ground  of  such 
cohabitation. 

Peggy  Thomas  ( tvidow) 98 

14.  Claimant  and  soldier,  slaves,  lived  together,  with  their  master's  consent,  as  hus- 

band and  wife,  for  several  years  prior  and  up  to  said  soldier's  enlistment. 
Soldier  died  in  the  service  subsequent  to  the  adoption  of  the  constitution  of 
Louisiana  of  July  23,  1864.  After  soldier's  death  claimant  cohabited  with 
several  men,  one  of  them,  George  Pierce,  for  thirteen  years,  both  acknowledg- 
ing and  claiming  to  be  husband  and  wife:  Heldf  That  her  marriage  to  soldier  is 
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safficiently  proved  under  Bection  4706  of  the  Revised  Statutes  and  the  laws  of 
Louisiana,  and  on  his  death  she  became  his  widow;  that  her  adulterous  cohab- 
itation prior  to  the  i)a88age  of  the  act  of  August  7, 1882,  except  with  Pierce,  was 
no  bar  to  widow's  pension;  and  that  her  cohabitation  with  Pierce  as  his  w^ife 
for  thirteen  years,  during  which  time  they  were  recognized  by  their  friends 
and  neighbors  as  husband  and  wife,  will  be  taken  as  evidence  that  they  were 
married  from  the  commencement  of  such  cohabitation,  and  her  pension  should 
cease  at  that  date. 

Hesttr  A.  Inghams  (tmdov^) 173 

InKaryland. 

16.  Common-law  marriages  have  not  been  and  are  not  recognized  as  valid  in  Mary* 
land,  but  while  there  can  not  be  a  valid  marriage  without  a  religipus  ceremony, 
such  marriage  may  be  proved  without  the  testimony  of  witnesses  who  were 
present  at  the  ceremony;  that  is,  by  general  reputation,  cohabitation,  and 
acknowledgment  When  these  exist  it  will  be  inferred  that  a  religious  cere- 
mony has  taken  place,  and  this  proof  wnll  not  be  invalidated  because  evidence 
can  not  be  obtained  of  the  time,  place,  and  manner  of  the  celebration  of  the 
marriage.  (Richardson  r.  Smith,  80  Md.,  1889.)  In  this  case  it  is  shown  that 
soldier  cohabited  with  one  Harriet  Bordley  prior  to  his  marriage  to  claimant; 
such  cohabitation  w*as  terminated  many  years  ago,  and  soldier's  friends  and 
relatives,  who  lived  but  a  short  distance  from  him,  were  ignorant  of  any  mar- 
riage to  the  Bordley  woman.  Cohabitation  alone,  under  the  circumstances  of 
this  case,  will  not  warrant  the  presumption  of  a  marriage  by  a  religious  cere- 
mony between  soldier  and  Harriet  Bordley,  and  claimant  must  therefore  be 
held  to  be  soldier's  widow. 

Eliza  Chase  {widow) 49 

16.  Ap[)ellant  and  soldier  cohabited  as  slaves  until  soldier's  enlistment.    When  sol- 

dier returned  from  his  service  he  was  accompanied  by  one  Jane,  who  it  is 
claimed  was  married  to  him  by  a  ceremony  in  North  Carolina,  and  he  and 
Jane  cohabited  as  husband  and  wife  until  his  death.  In  the  State  of  Mary- 
land, where  this  appellant  and  soldier  resided  during  their  cohabitation,  no 
marriage  is  legal  without  a  religious  celebration,  and,  as  claimant  admits  none 
was  had  in  her  case,  she  is  not  the  legal  widow  of  the  soldier  and  is  not  pen- 
sionable under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

Refjeccn  Heed  (alleged  widmv) 70 

In  Mississippi. 

17.  Prior  to  soldier's  cohabitation  with  the  claimant  and  prior  to  and  at  the  time  of 

the  ratification  of  the  constitution  of  Mississippi,  December  1,  1869,  he  was 
living  in  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife  with  one  Amanda,  who  was  still  liv- 
ing at  the  time  of  soldier's  death:  Hehlf  That  under  the  constitution  of  Mis- 
sissippi Amanda  was  soldier's  legal  wife  and  his  cohabitation  with  claimant 
unlawful,  and  she  is  not  his  legal  widow\ 

BetHe  Ogden  (tdleged  iridou^) 67 

In  Missouri. 

18.  In  either  Illinois  or  Missouri,  where  a  marriage  duly  and  formally  entered  into 

is  shown,  a  divorce  from  a  prior  marriage  will,  in  general,  be  presumed  in 
order  to  sustain  such  remarrriage. 

Ijeticia  C.  A.  Spencer  (widow) 68 

In  New  Hampshire. 

19.  A  ceremonial  marriage  is  not  necessary  in  New  Hampshire.     Where  parties  have 

cohabited  and  have  acknowledged  themselves  as  husband  and  wife  and  are 
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generally  reputed  to  be  such  for  the  period  of  three  years  and  until  the  death 
of  either  party,  they  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  lawfully  married.  In  the 
case  on  appeal  the  decedent's  acknowledgment  of  claimant  as  his  wife  was 
qualified  and  they  were  not  generally  reputed  U)  be  husband  and  wife,  nor 
was  she  regarded  as  his  widow  by  the  probate  court  for  the  county  within 
which  the  parties  resided.  Not  having  been  regarded  as  soldier^s  widow  by  a 
court  of  competent  authority  in  New  Hampshire,  she  can  not  be  regarded  as 
his  widow  for  pensionable  purposes. 

Oara  3/.  EumrUl  (ividow) 213 

In  New  Jersey. 

20.  Where  an  actual  marriage  is  shown,  whether  legal  or  illegal,  the  subsequent 

cohabitation  of  the  parties  and  their  reputation  as  husband  and  wife  must 
necessarily  be  understood  as  having  had  their  origin  in  such  marriage  and  can 
not  be  treated  as  presumptive  evidence  of  a  second  marriage  at  a  later  date. 
(Voorhees  v.  Voorhees,  46  N.  J.  Eq.,  411;  Collins  v.  Voorhees,  47  N.  J.  Eq., 
555.)  Where  parties  have  intended  marriage,  not  adultery,  being  ignorant  of 
an  existing  impediment,  all  that  is  to  be  established  by  cohabitation,  appar- 
ently matrimonial,  after  the  removal  of  the  impediment,  is  the  execution  of 
the  original  purpose  of  the  parties.  In  that  case  the  marriage  relation  is 
established  from  the  removal  of  the  impediment  But  the  matrimonial  inten- 
tion of  the  parties  must  be  immistakably  manifest,  and  it  must  definitely 
appear  that  in  fact  they  were  honestly  ignorant  of  the  existence  of  the  impedi- 
ment, their  belief  being  founded  upon  apparently  good  reason. 

Martha  Arose  {cu  widow) - 403 

In  Kew  York. 

21.  Soldier,  prior  to  his  marriage  to  claimant  in  1866,  had  been  married  to  one 

Charlotte,  who  secured  a  divorce  from  him  in  1867  in  the  State  of  New  York, 
where  they  were  domiciled,  on  the  ground  of  adultery,  wherein  the  decree 
provided,  according  to  the  laws  of  that  State,  that  the  plaintiff  might  marry 
again,  but  that  it  should  be  unlawful  for  the  defendant  to  marry  during  the 
life  of  the  plaintiff,  Charlotte,  who  died  January  6,  1895.  Claimant  therefore 
could  not  have  contracted  a  legal  marriage  with  soldier  prior  to  the  death  of 
Charlotte,  January  6,  1895;  and  the  has  therefore  no  pensionable  status 
under  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  which  provides  that  a  widow 
must  have  married  soldier  prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act  to  be  pensionable. 

AdcUine  Tripp  (widow) 157 

In  Ohio. 

22.  A  child  who  is  the  issue  of  a  de  facto  marriage  is,  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  legitimate, 

and  must  be  held  to  be  legitimate  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890.  (See  minors 
of  Harvey  Perkins,  13  P.  D.,  414.)  The  opinion  in  the  case  of  minors  of 
James  W.  Pulver  (10  P.  D.,  227),  so  far  as  it  relates  to  such  issue,  is  expressly 
overruled. 

Minor  of  Edioard  Plount 541 

In  Tennessee. 

23.  Under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Tennessee  a  slave  marriage  was  legal  and  valid 

and  the  issue  thereof  legitimate.     (3  Heisk.,  666;  91  Tenn.,  97.) 

Nathan  Yerwood  {father) 140 

In  Texas. 

24.  If  parties  having  married  according  to  custom  while  in  a  state  of  servitude  con- 

tinue to  live  together  as  husband  and  wife  after  their  emancipation,  it  being 
apparent  that  they  continue  the  marital  tie  after  their  legal  incapacity  to  contract 
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was  removed,  and  if  all  the  usual  evidences  of  a  common-law  marriage  existed 
after  emancipation,  such  parties  were  legally  husband  and  wife  in  the  State  of 
Texas;  and  under  such  a  state  of  facts  the  constitution  of  1869  and  the  act  of 
August  15,  1870,  have  no  bearing. 

Louisa  Davis  {as  widow) 129 

In  Virginia. 

25.  The  evidence  shows  that  the  claimant  commenced  to  cohabit  with  Dabney  Smith 
in  the  State  of  Virginia  in  the  year  1865  as  his  wife,  and  so  continued  up  to 
1870,  at  least  two  children  being  born  to  them,  one  of  whom  is  now  living. 
Claimant  attempted  to  marry  the  soldier  in  1873,  a  ceremony  being  performed, 
and  she  lived  with  him  until  his  death  in  1900.  A  bona  iide  matrimonial 
intent  on  the  part  of  the  claimant  and  Dabney  Smith  is  shown,  and  is  reason- 
ably inferable  from  the  facts.  Held,  The  act  of  the  legislature  of  the  State  of 
Virginia  of  February  27,  1866,  made  the  claimant  and  Dabney  Smith  husband 
and  wife;  and  her  attempted  marriage  with  the  soldier  was  therefore  void  ab 
initio,  death  or  divorce  not  having  been  shown. 

Eliza  A,  Stewart  (vndoiv) 146 


See  Marriage,  49,  70. 

MEANS  OF  SX7PP0&T. 

See  Dependence,  125,  241. 

MEDICAL  BEFEBSE. 

See  Evidence,  465. 

MINOB. 

See  also  Division  op  Pension,  422. 
Act  June  27,  1800. 

1.  A  minor  child  of  a  deceased  soldier  is  entitled  to  pension  in  its  own  right  under 

the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  if  such  soldier  left  no  widow 
having  a  pensionable  status. 

Minor  of  James  E.  Graves 148 

2.  Under  the  accepted  construction  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  the  minor  child  of  a 

soldier  has  title  to  pension  in  his  own  right  when  there  is  no  widow,  and  the 
fact  that  the  parents  were  married  after  the  passage  of  the  act  does  not  destroy 
or  impair  such  title. 

Minor  of  Allen  B.  Pierson 151 

MISSISSIPPI. 

See  Marriage  and  Divorce,  57. 

MISSISSIPPI  MABINE  BBIGADE. 

See  Service,  226. 

MISS0T7BI  LAWS. 

See  Legitimacy,  414;  Marriage,  68. 

MOBAL  CHABAOTEB. 
Act  March  3,  1800. 

To  entitle  a  wife  to  one-half  her  husband's  pension  under  the  act  of  March  3, 
1899,  she  is  required  to  establish  the  fact  that  she  is  a  woman  of  good  moral 
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character  by  satisfactory  affirmative  proof,  and  can  not  rest  this  branch  of  her 
claim  upon  the  legal  presumption  that  '*  in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary 
a  person's  character  is  presumed  to  be  good/'  The  testimony  as  to  claimants' 
good  moral  character  is  not  outweighed  by  the  fact  that  after  the  alleged  mari- 
tal desertion  claimant,  in  answer  to  her  advertisement  for  a  position  as  house- 
keeper, entered  into  the  service  of  a  man  whose  wife  procured  a  divorce  from 
him  on  account  of  adultery  with  a  previous  housekeeper,  no  immoral  act  or 
undue  familiarity  on  the  part  of  claimant  being  shown  during  her  entire 
residence  with  him  of  over  two  years.  The  decree  of  a  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction  dismissing  pensioner's  bill  for  divorce  on  its  merits,  in  conformity 
with  the  report  of  the  referee  duly  appointed  to  take  testimony  and  report,  the 
bill  being  based  on  adultery  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by  claimant  with 
her  said  employer  during  her  said  residence  with  him,  is  accepted  by  the 
Department  i  n  th  is  case  as  satisfactory  and  conclusive  evidence  that  her  relations 
with  her  said  employer  were  not  adulterous. 

Christopher  v.  Christopher 383 

« 

MT7STEB. 

See  Service,  41. 

NE0ESSITOT7S  CIB0T7KSTAN0BS. 

See  also  Division  of  Pension,  77, 302. 

The  adjudication  and  allowance  of  a  claim  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  in  the 
absence  of  any  testimony  that  the  claimant  is  in  necessitous  circumstances,  is 
clearly  error. 

Ashley  v.  Ashley 205 

NEW  HAMPSHIRE. 

See  Marbiage,  213. 

NEW  JEBSEY. 

See  Marriage,  403. 

NEW  YORE. 

See  Marriage  and  Divorce,  157. 

NOTICE. 

See  Fee,  37,39;  Practice,  161,206. 

NUIiLITY. 

See  Marriage,  460. 

OBSTRUCTION  TO  BOWELS. 

See  Pathological  Sequence.  105. 

OFFICER. 

See  Jurisdiction,  416. 

OHIO  LAWS. 

See  Marriage  and  Divorce,  541. 

OPINION  EVIDENCE. 

See  Evidence,  450. 
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OBBEK  854. 

See  Fee,  37,  39. 

OBIGIN. 

I>i8ea8e  of  eyes. 

Under  a  misapprehension  of  facts,  or  on  account  of  an  error  of  judgment  based  on 
insufficient  testimony,  the  appellant  was  originally  granted  a  j)en8ion  under  the 
general  law  at  the  rate  of  $6  per  month  for  '*  disease  of  left  eye;"  but  in  pursu- 
ance of  subsequent  and  more  reliable  evidence  going  to  show  that  such  cause 
of  disability  was  not  of  service  origin  his  name  was  dropped  from  the  pension 
roll.  It  is  shown  that  the  only  disease  of  left  eye  is  the  same  as  that  which 
also  affects  the  right  eye,  namely,  conical  cornea,  or  conicity  of  the  cornea 
(keratoconus  or  keratoglobus;  staphyloma  pelluddum),  'Hhe  cause  of  which  is 
not  known"  (Norris),  but  for  the  relief  of  which  iridectomy  is  usually  resorted 
to,  and  such  operation  was  performed  on  each  eye  in  this  case,  with  poor  results 
in  one  eye  and  but  partial  success  in  the  other:  Held,  That  the  condition  of  the 
appellant's  eyes  is  not  shown  to  have  originated  in  the  service,  and  that,  in 
view  of  the  nature  of  the  disease  in  question,  it  is  not  believed  to  be  susceptible 
of  proof  as  of  service  origin. 

James  C.  Hall ; 1 

PA&AI^YSIS  AOITANS. 

See  Pathological  Sequence,  222. 
PATHOLOGIOAL  SEaXTBKOS. 

See  also  Death  Cause,  342,  372;  Evidence,  465. 

Disease  of  rectum  and  ursDmic  poisoning. 

1.  The  soldier  was  pensioned  for  disease  of  rectum,  incurreil  in  1862,  and  no  other 

affection  of  service  origin  was  es^tablished.  He  died  in  1899  of  unemic  poison- 
ing, the  consequence  of  cystitis  and  a  train  of  Hymptoms  which  were  primarily 
due  to  senile  enlargement  of  the  prostate  gland.  There  was  no  necessary  or 
probable  pathological  relation  between  disease  of  rectum,  on  account  of  which 
he  was  pensioned,  and  the  conditions  which  resulted  in  the  soldier's  death. 

Ruth  E.  RMrtsoti  ( widow) 153 

Inflammation  of  bladder  and  hernia. 

2.  Inflammation  of  bladder  and  retention  of  urine  due  to  an  enlarged  prostate  gland, 

from  which  the  soldier  die<l,  can  not  be  regarded  as  in  any  manner  relat.ed  to  a 
hernia  on  account  of  which  he  had  been  granted  pension,  and  said  fatal  disease 
in  not  shown  as  otherwise  due  to  his  military  service. 

Bhoda  Harriman  {widow) 184 

Obstruction  of  bowels  and  insanity. 

3.  The  soldier  was  a  pensioner  on  account  of  insanity  (paretic  dementia),  and  died 

of  acute  ol)6truction  of  the  bowels.  Ab  the  intestines  were  paretic  as  well  as 
other  parts  of  the  body,  it  is  not  illogical  to  regard  the  intestinal  obstruction 
as  due  to  the  disability  for  which  soldier  was  pensioned. 

Katie  Cole  {ttidow) 105 

Paralysis  and  gtmshot  wound. 

4.  The  present  rate  in  the  case,  third  grade,  appears  to  be  fully  adequate  to  the 

degree  of  disability,  due  to  pensioned  causes,  "  gunshot  wounds  of  right  hip 
and  back  and  left  leg."  The  paralynifl  agitans  from  which  he  is  also  suffering, 
and  which  was  first  manifested  upon  medical  examination  in  1896,  thirty-four 
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years  subeequent  to  the  receipt  of  the  wounds  for  which  the  soldier  is  pensioned, 
constitutes  a  large  part  of  the  d^ree  of  his  present  disability;  but  inasmuch  as 
such  additional  cause  of  disability  is  not  a  result  of  ^id  wounds,  os  alleged, 
nor  otherwise  of  service  origin,  its  existence  can  not  affect  the  rate  in  the  case. 
Franklin  Savage 107 

Paralysis  and  lightning  stroke. 

5.  The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  soldier  incurred  a  sunstroke  while 

in  the  service,  and  the  evidence  shows  that  he  was  stnick  by  lightning  and  that 
there  was  a  paralytic  condition  of  the  left  leg  immediately  following;  that  he 
continuously  thereafter  manifested  symptoms  of  paralysis  of  left  side  and  was 
•  mentally  weak,  the  history  of  the  case  unmistakably  pointing  to  a  disease  of 
the  brain.  He  died  from  a  brain  lesion  followed  by  general  paralysis,  June  26, 
1899:  Ileldj  That  as  there  is  a  strong  element  of  doubt  as  to  the  cause  of  the 
fatal  brain  trouble,  such  doubt  will  be  resolved  in  favor  of  the  claimant  and 
the  death  cause  will  be  accepted  as  due  to  so4dier*8  military  service. 

EmUy  C.  Bridge  (widow) 162 

Paralysis  and  rheumatism. 

6.  Appellant  is  now  pensioned  at  the  second-grade  rate  for  *' rheumatism  and 

resulting  disease  of  left  knee  and  shoulder  and  partial  paralysis."  It  was 
found  at  the  last  medical  examination  to  which  he  was  subjected,  and  from 
the  date  of  which  said  grade  rate  was  allowed,  that  he  was  also  suffering  from 
'*a  modified  general  paresis,'*  and  from  locomotor  ataxia;  but  neither  of  these 
conditions  can  be  accepted  as  a  sequel  of  pensioned  causes,  nor  are  they  other- 
wise established  as  of  service  origin.  Although  a  ratihg  of  but  $30  per  month 
(second  grade)  was  recommended  in  the  certificate  of  such  examination,  the 
objective  conditions  described  therein,  and  the  collateral  evidence  on  file  as 
well,  show  a  condition  of  total  and  permanent  helplessness,  due,  however,  in 
part  to  said  nonpensioned  causes;  but  after  careful  consideration  of  all  the  facts 
in  the  case  the  Department  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  allowance  of  the  $50  rate 
instead  of  the  second-grade  rate  from  the  date  of  said  examination  was  war- 
ranted by  reason  of  pensioned  causes  alone,  notwithstanding  the  said  recom- 
mendation of  the  examining  surgeon. 

GeorgeR,  BeaUy 192 

Paralysis  and  amputation. 

7.  The  soldier  is  pensioned  at  the  rate  of  $45  per  month  for  gunshot  wound  of  right 

arm,  resulting  in  amputation  so  near  the  shoulder  joint  as  to  prevent  the  use 
of  an  artificial  limb.  He  developed  paralysis  agitans  one  month  after  amputa- 
tion, and  as  the  science  of  pathology  warrants  the  acceptance  of  said  disease  as 
a  result  of  amputation,  same  can  be  so  accepted  under  the  circumstances 
shown.  The  evidence  and  the  report  of  the  medical  examination,  made  Octo- 
ber 21,  1902,  show  that  he  requires  the  frequent  and  periodical  personal  aid 
and  attendance  of  another  person  to  the  extent  that  he  can  neither  dress  nor 
undress  himself  unaided;  that  he  is  compelled  to  have  his  food  prepared  or  cut 
up  for  him  at  the  table  before  he  can  eat  it,  and  that  he  requires  such  frequent 
and  periodical  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person  in  other  ways  by  reason 
of  the  conditions  named,  hence  he  is  entitled  to  the  next  available  rate,  or  $50 
per  month,  from  the  date  of  the  examination  showing  such  degree  of  disability. 
James  Duross 222 

Blindness  and  chronic  diarrhea. 

8.  A  pensionable  degree  of  disability  from  **  chronic  diarrhea  and  gunshot  wound 

of  face  resulting  in  impaired  vimon  of  left  eye'*  has  not  been  shown  since  the 
date  of  filing  the  claim  on  account  of  such  alleged  causes.     Heldy  That  occa- 
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sional  subacute  attacks  of  diarrhea  at  more  or  less  infrequent  inter\'^al6  do  not, 
in  the  absence  of  any  patholog;ical  lesion  of  the  digestive  organs  or  of  the  ali- 
mentary canal  or  tract,  constitute  a  pensionable  degree  of  disability;  that 
neither  in  this  claim  nor  in  any  other  claim  for  pension  on  account  of  either 
monocular  or  binocular  blindness  can  the  report  of  a  competent  expert  exam- 
ining surgeon  (specialist),  who,  by  the  use  of  approved  methods,  demonstrates 
that  the  claimant  is  a  malingerer,  be  controverted  by  the  mere  dicta  of  another 
specialist,  or  other  specialists,  or  of  any  number  of  physicians  who  have  em- 
ployed no  such  tests,  but  base  their  opinions  upon  the  subjective  symptoms  or 
history  of  the  case,  as  related  by  the  claimant,  and  that  lay  testimony  is  of  no 
value  w^hatever  in  such  class  of  claims.  Neither  blindness  nor  any  .serious 
impairment  of  vision  of  the  left  eye  is  shown  to  exist  in  this  case,  nor  could 
any  loss  of  vision  due  to  optic  neuritis  have  been  caused  in  the  manner  alleged. 
Harvey  Reed 307 

Ulcerations  and  syncope. 

9.  The  soldier — who  was  pensioned  at  the  second-grade  rate  for  ''injury  to  right 
leg  and  resulting  ulceration,"  alleged  to  have  been  incurred  in  1862 — died  sud- 
denly on  the  night  of  June  10,  1899,  while  entirely  alone  and  without  having 
previously  exhibited  any  symptoms  of  apparent  illness.  It  is  contended  that 
his  death  was  caused  by  syncope,  due  to  septicaemia  resulting  from  said  condi- 
tion of  right  leg.  The  facts  presented  in  the  case,  however,  are  such  as  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Department  preclude  the  idea  that  the  soldier's  death  was 
caused  in  the  manner  alleged,  and  although  such  facts  fail  to  satisfactorily 
show  the  actual  cause  of  death  the  burden  of  proof  on  that  point  does  not  rest 
with  the  Government  in  order  that  the  contentions  of  the  appellant  may  be 
held  to  be  untenable. 

Mary  M,  Johnston  {vndow) 112 


See  also  Division  op  Pension,  363. 

Act  March  8,  1899. 

When  a  pensioner  refuses  to  execute  his  pension  voucher  for  the  purpose  of 
depriving  his  wife  (who  has  been  awarded  one-half  of  his  pension  under  the 
act  of  March  3,  1899)  of  her  part  of  his  pension,  payment  may  he  made  to  her 
upon  her  supplemental  voucher  upon  satisfactory  proof  to  the  Commissioner 
of  Pensions  of  the  existence  of  the  pensioner  during  the  period  for  .which  she 
claims  payment. 

LakewLake 22 

POISON. 

See  Death  Cause,  342. 

POWER  OF  ATTOBNET. 

See  Attorneys,  27. 

PBACnCE. 

See  also  Appeal,  170;  Attorneyship,  413;  Division  of  Pension,  134,  270,  424,  447; 
Increase,  455;  Jurisdiction,  208,  465;  Marriage,  236;  Service,  238. 

DisxniBsals. 

1.  Pensioner's  contention  that  claimant  was  not  in  necessitous  circumstances  having 
been  conceded  by  the  Bureau  after  special  examination,  the  appeal  is  dis- 
missecl.  Claimant  is  entitled  to  thirty  days  from  receipt  of  a  copy  of  this  order 
in  which  to  appeal  from  the  last  Bureau  action. 

Ritierv.  Ritter 40 
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2.  Claimant's  contention  that  she  was  in  necessitous  circumstances  having  been  con- 

ceded by  the  Bureau  after  special  examination,  her  appeal  is  dismissed.  Pen- 
sioner is  entitled  to  thirty  days  from  receipt  of  a  copy  of  this  order  in  which 
to  appeal  from  the  last  Bureau  action,  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  conced- 
ing her  contention.     (See  Bitter  r.  Bitter,  13  P.  D.,  40.) 

Fanning  v.  Fanning 161 

3.  The  contention  of  the  pensioner  appellant  having  been  conceded  by  the  Bureau 

January'  5,  1903,  his  appeal  is  dismissed  and  claimant  allowed  thirty  days  in 
which  to  appeal  from  the  Bureau  action  dropping  her  name  from  the  rolls. 

Ddozier  v.  Delozier 176 

4.  When,  after  appeal  in  cases  under  the  first,  second,  or  third  provisos  of  the  act 

of  March  3,  1899,  the  case  is  remanded  to  the  Bureau  for  further  action,  read- 
judication,  and  report,  and  the  Bureau  reports  that  the  action  appealed  from 
is  receded  from,  or  that  the  contention  of  the  appellant  is  conceded  to  be  well 
taken,  the  appeal  will  be  dismissed  and  the  appellee  will  l>e  entitled  to  thirty 
days  in  which  to  appeal  from  the  adverse  Bur^u  action,  during  which  period 
suspension  of  payment  of  the  one-half  of  the  pension  in  controversy  will  be 
continued,  unless  the  right  of  appeal  is  sooner  waived  by  the  appellee.  Appel- 
lant's contention  that  be  did  not  desert  claimant  having  been  conceded  by  the 
Bureau  in  this  case,  after  special  examination  the  appeal  is  dismissed. 

Meltmw  Maton 211 

5.  Claimant's  contention  in  her  appeal  having  been  conceded  by  the  Bureau,  after 

special  examination,  and  her  claim  allowed,  her  appeal  is  dismissed  in  accord- 
ance with  Rule  20  of  Practice,  and  departmental  decisions  in  the  cases  of 
Ritter  r.  Ritter  (13  P.  D.,  40);  Fanning  r.  Fanning  (Ibid.,  161);  Delozier  r. 
Delozier  (Ibid.,  176),  and  Melton  v.  Melton  (Ibid.,  211). 

Lynch  V.  Lynch 347 

Increase. 

6.  Where  a  claim  for  increase  has  been  rejected,  but  thereafter  another  test  medical 

examination  is  ordered,  such  action  is  a  reopening  of  the  claim,  and  increase 
may  be  allowed  from  the  date  of  such  last  examination  establishing  an 
increased  disability.     See  order  No.  22,  par.  8. 

Josiah  Morgan ^ 304 

Bule  14. 

7.  The  evidence  in  this  case  fails  to  show  service  of  a  copy  of  claimant's  appeal  upon 

the  pensioner  or  his  attorney  of  record,  as  required  by  Rule  14  of  Practice. 
Service  of  a  copy  of  the  appeal  upon  pensioner's  attorney  in  his  invalid  claim, 
there  being  no  evidence  tending  to  show  that  he  was  authorized  to  act  as  his 
attorney  in  this  claim  subsequently  instituted  by  claimant  under  the  act  of 
March  3,  1899,  and  no  appearance  having  been  entered  by  said  attorney  or 
I)en8ioner  in  answer  to  said  appeal  and  there  being  no  waiver  of  service,  the 
appeal  is  dismissed  imder  Rule  14  of  Practice  and  the  authorities  herein  cited. 
Hogg  V.  Hogg 206 

Rule  16. 

8.  Rule  16  of  Practice  doe«  not  limit  the  right  of  appeal  to  thirty  days  except  to 

the  extent  enumerated  in  said  rule.  Pensioner  is  60  years  of  age,  with  no 
means  of  pupjx)rt,  eo  far  as  appears  from  the  evidence,  but  his  daily  labor  and 
a  pension  of  $16  \^t  month.  Claimant  is  alx>ut  65  years  of  age  and  the  owner 
of  a  lO-acre  farm  valued  by  her  at  $600,  and  which  furnishes  her  a  home:  Held^ 
That  claimant  is  not  shown  to  "be  in  necessitous  circumstances  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899. 

Shemtau  v.  Sherrnan 203 
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Bule  19. 

9.  Claimant  having  failed  for  over  thirty  days,  after  receipt  of  notification  from  the 
Bureau,  to  fnmish  evidence  required  as  to  her  necessitous  circumstances,  and 
there  being  no  satisfactory  evidence  in  the  case  as  to  her  financial  status,  her 
name  was  properly  dropped  from  the  rolls  January  12,  1903.  New  or  addi- 
tional evidence  upon  the  merits  of  a  claim  for  division  of  pension  under  the 
act  of  March  3,  1899,  filed  after  the  appeal  can  not  be  considered  on  appeal. 
See  Rule  19,  of  Practice,  approved  February  25,  1903. 

Pickx,  Pick 299 

10.  The  assignments  of  error  in  this  case  are  general,  not  specific,  as  required  by  Rule 
19  of  Practice,  which  requires  that  the  appeal  should  briefly,  but  specifically,  state 
the  error  of  law  or  fact  complained  of  and  the  grounds  relied  upon  for  revers- 
ing or  modifying  the  Bureau  action  appealed  from.  This  is  a  rule  of  order  and 
convenience,  but  is  not  designed  to  prevent  the  correction  of  obvious  errors 
or  an  affirmance  of  the  action  appealed  from  where  no  error  is  apparent  from 
the  record,  and  the  Bureau  action  appears  on  inspection  to  have  been  author- 
ized by  the  evidence  in  the  case  and  in  accordance  with  the  law  applicable 
thereto. 

Shddon  v.  Sheldon 542 

WAJb  WITH  SPAIN. 

In  all  cases  under  the  general  law  arising  since  the  commencement  of  the  war  with 
Spain,  the  legal  points  involved  should  be  first  passed  upon. 

Luther  J,  Smith 344 

PBESTTMFTION. 

See  EviDENCB,  54;   Mabriagb,  59,  68. 

PBESUMPTION  OF  DEATH. 

See  Accrued  Pension,  181;  Marriage,  64. 

PBIOB  SERVICE. 

See  Service,  288. 

PROBATE  COtJBT. 

See  Marriage,  272. 

PBOOF  OF  DEATH. 

See  Division  of  Pensions,  120;  Marriage,  96;  Practice,  344. 

PT7TATIVE  MABBIAGE. 

See  Marriage,  98. 


See  also  Commencement,  362;  Evidence,  465;  Increase,  290;  pATiioixxiicAL  Sequence, 

192;  Reimbursement,  201. 

Act  of  Augrust  4,  1886. 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  gunshot  wound  of  soldier's  arm  renders  it  totally  dis- 
abled for  all  practical  use  and  convenience,  and  entitles  him  to  the  rate  of  $36, 
under  the  act  of  August  4,  1886. 

SamuelD.  Frank 362 

BECOONITION. 

See  Atti^rneys,  444. 
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BECOSD. 

See  Evidence,  84, 450, 465;  Service,  230, 237, 288. 

&ECBUIT. 

See  Service,  41. 

BEBUCTION. 

See  JrRisDicrioN,  465. 


Fraud  and  mistake. 

1.  The  error  corrected  by  the  reissue  on  July  30, 1900,  of  the  certificate  of  this  pen- 

sioner was  the  result  of  a  mistaken  diagnosis  of  the  disability,  on  account  of 
.which  he  has  been  pensioned,  and  was  an  error  of  judgment  and  not  a  mis- 
take of  fact  as  to  his  rank  in  the  service  at  the  time  it  was  contracted.  The 
action  withholding  payment  of  his  pension  to  reimburse  the  Government  for 
excess  of  pension  improperly  paid  him  as  of  the  rank  of  second  lieutenant  was 
therefore  erroneous.  The  evidence  in  this  case  clearly  shows  that  this  pen- 
sioner is  entitled  to  a  higher  rating  than  he  has  received  since  1875  for  his  disabil- 
ity resulting  from  ''disease  of  the  right  shoulder  and  muscular  atrophy,  result 
of  typhoid  fever,"  the  disabling  causes  of  accepted  service  origin  on  account  of 
which  he  is  pensioned. 

Leander  H.  Praiher 13 

2.  Mary  Brooks  married  the  soldier  on  August  10,  1865;  was  divorced  from  him  in 

1887;  remarried  him  on  September  22, 1889,  and  he  died  on  December  23, 
1889.  On  June  13,  1890,  she  was  allowed  a  pension  under  the  general  law  as 
the  soldier's  widow,  upon  proof  of  her  first  marriage  to  him  in  1865,  at  the 
rate  of  $12  per  month  from  the  date  of  the  soldier's  death,  the  fact  of  her 
divorce  and  remarriage  not  being  disclosed.  The  act  of  March  19,  1886, 
increasing  the  pensions  of  widows  from  $8  to  $12  per  month,  applied  only  to 
such  widows  as  had  been  married  prior  to  its  passage  or  prior  to  or  during  the 
service  of  the  soldier:  Heldy  That  the  concealment  of  the  ^t  of  divorce  and 
remarriage  operated  as  a  fraud  in  law,  and  the  reissue  of  the  widow's  certificate 
at  the  rate  of  $8  per  month,  and  the  withholding  payment  of  the  same  for 
reimbursement  to  cover  erroneous  payments,  was  proper. 

Mary  Brooks  (vridow) 201 

BEJECTION. 

See  Division  of  Pensions,  411. 

BEMABBIAGE. 

See  Restoration,  355,  435,  441. 

RENEWAL. 

See  Restoration,  286. 

BERATING. 

See  also  Feb,  75;  Increase,  290;  Reimbur.semen^,  13. 

Acts  June  27,  189      and  March  6,  1896. 

The  act  of  March  6,  1896,  has  no  application  to  this  case  for  the  reason  that  claim- 
ant's original  application  was  not  rejected,  suspended,  nor  dismissed.  The 
claim  for  increase  filed  March  9,.  1899,  was  properly  rejected,  as  claimant  died 
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before  being  examined  by  a  board  of  surgeons,  as  section  4698}  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  provides  that  no  increase  of  pension  shall  be  allowed  to  commence 
prior  to  the  date  of  the  examining  surgeon's  certificate  establishing  the  same, 
made  under  the  pending  claim  lor  increase. 

miliam  L  BonmU 1 283 

BES  JTTDICAT.S. 

See  Increase,  455. 

BESTOBATION. 

See  Accrued  Pension,  188;  Increase,  455. 

Act  March  8,  1901. 

1.  Soldier  died  while  in  the  service,  and  his  widow  was  pensioned.    She  received 

the  pension  until  her  remarriage,  October  13,  1871.  Her  last  husband  died 
December  5,  1898,  in  New  York.  On  his  petition  he  had  obtained  a  divorce 
from  claimant.  Heldy  That  the  divorce  having  been  obtained  by  her  second 
husband  and  not  upon  her  own  application,  she  has  no  title  to  pension  under 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1901. 

Hannah  C.  Rich  (as  widow) 118 

2.  Pension  certificate  having  been  duly  issued  in  December,  1864,  signed,  and  deliv- 

ered to  claimant  as  widow  of  the  soldier,  she  was  '^  placed  upon  the  pension 
roir'  thereby  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1901,  although  no 
pension  was  ever  paid  her  under  such  certificate,  pension  being  subsequently, 
under  the  act  of  March  3,  1865,  granted  and  paid  the  soldier's  minor  child. 

Mary  Niclidas  as  undow  of  Francis  Wallace 286 

3.  Claimant  was  pensioned  under  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as 

the  widow  of  Ramond  Woehl,  but  her  name  was  dropped  from  the  roll  because 
of  her  remarriage  in  1894.  She  was  divorced  from  her  second  husband  in  1901, 
upon  her  own  i)etition,  whereupon  she  filed  a  claim  for  restoration  to  the  pen- 
won  roll  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1901.  Held,  That  as  her  name  was  never 
on  the  pension  roll  '^because  of  her  husband's  death  as  a  result  of  wound  or 
injuries  received  or  disease  contracted  in  *the'  military  or  naval  service," 
and  w^as  not  a  soldier's  lawful  wife  **  during  the  period  of  his  service  in  any 
war,"  she  does  not  come  within  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1901, 
and  her  name  can  not  be  restored. 

Sophia  J.  E.  Woehl  (as  widow) 355 

4.  A  widow  pensioner  on  account  of  a  second  soldier  husband  may  file  and  prosecute 

a  claim  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1901 ,  for  restoration  to  pension  on  account  of 
a  prior  soldier  husband,  and  may  be  restored  under  such  claim  on  surrender 
of  her  present  certificate,  payments  under  which  may  be  continued  to  date  of 
issuance  of  certificate  of  restoration  and  deducted  from  payments  thereunder. 
Ann  M,  Hale^  now  BuUerbaugh  (widow) 378 

Section  4719,  B.  S. 

5.  Claimant's  pension  under  the  general  law  having  terminated  by  reason  of  her 

subsequent  marriage  to  a  man  who  procured  a  divorce  from  her,  she  is  not 
entitled  to  restoration  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1901. 

Susannah  Elmore^  formerly  Long 435 

6.  Soldier  being  a  pensioner  at  the  rate  of  $8  per  month  ceased  to  draw  his  pension 

subsequent  to  September,  1864,  and  was  thereafter  dropped  from  the  roll  under 
section  4719,  Revised  Statutes.    On  application  for  restoration,  his  name  waa 
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restored  at  the  rate  of  $4  per  month,  the  rate  to  which  he  was  shown  to  be 
entitled  by  the  certificate  of  a  medical  examination  held  under  the  claim: 
Held,  No  error. 

Charles  W,  Berger 392 

Void  marriage. 

7.  The  evidence  showing  that  the  claimant's  remarriage,  by  which  her  name  was 
dropped  from  the  rolls,  was  a  nullity,  she  is  entitled  to  restoration  from  date 
of  dropping. 

Hannah  Kingsletf  (?nV/o»/;) 441 

BETKOACTIVE  LEGISLATION. 

See  Dependence,  31. 

RETROSPECTIVE  LAWS. 

See  Disloyalty,  248,  259. 

RULE  16. 

See  Practice,  203. 

RULE  19. 

See  Division  of  Pensions,  424;  Practice,  542. 

RULE  20. 

See  Practice,  347. 

SEGRETART  OF  WAR. 

See  Jurisdiction,  416. 

SECTION  472,  REVISED  STATUTES. 

See  Commencement,  331. 

SECTION  4707,  REVISED  STATUTES. 

See  Dependent  Parents,  432. 

SECTION  4716  OF  THE  REVISED  STATUTES. 

See  Disloyalty,  128,  248,  259. 

SECTION  4719,  REVISED  STATUTES. 

See  Accrued  Pension,  188;  Restoration,  392. 

SECTION  4720,  REVISED  STATUTES. 

See  Fraud,  428. 

SEPARATION. 

See  Division  of  Pension,  24,  .SOI. 

SERVICE. 

See  also  Dlscharge,  346;  Jurisdiction,  416. 
Desertion. 

1.  Appellant  was  arrested  for  desertion  three  days  after  his  enlistment  and  was  never 

assigned  to  any  duty  as  a  soldier  thereafter,  and  performed  no  military  service: 

Held,  That  he  did  not  serve  ninety  days  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the 

United  States  within  the  meaning  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27, 

1890. 

George  Johnson 46 
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Xnlistznent  and  muster. 

2.  Claimant,  while  receiving  a  pension  of  $2  per  month  under  the  general  law,  waa 
dropped  from  the  rolls  February  18,  1895,  on  the  ground  that  the  records  of 
the  War  Department  fail  to  show  he  waa  ever  in  the  service  of  the  United 
States.  The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  he  was  discharged  the  serv- 
ice as  an  unassigned  recmit  of  the  Thirty-third  Regiment  Ohio  Volunteer 
Infantry,  upon  a  certificate  of  disability  for  discharge  from  the  General  Hospi- 
tal at  Camp  Denison,  Ohio,  which  recited,  among  other  things,  that  he  was 
enlisted  in  the  service  to  serve  for  three  years,  the  certificate  being  in  due 
form.  They  also  show  that  he  received  pay  upon  his  final  statement  at  dis- 
charge for  a  period  of  two  months  and  seventeen  days:  HM^  That  the  records 
of  the  War  Department  sufficiently  show  claimant  was  in  the  military  service 
of  the  United  States,  has  a  i)ensionable  status,  and  is.  entitled  to  be  restored  to 
the  rolls. 

Sttmuel  Whitekerse 41 

I«exi^h  of. 

3.  The  discharge  certificate  of  claimant's  husband  shows  ninety-two  days'  service; 

the  records  of  the  War  Department  show  only  eighty-five  days'  service.  To 
entitle  a  widow  to  a  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  third  section  of  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  it  must  be  shown  that  the  soldier  served  at  least  ninety  days 
in  the  late  war  of  the  rebellion.  In  determining  the  length  of  service  of  a 
soldier  the  record  as  reported  by  the  War  Department  is  generally  accepted  as 
conclusive.  Evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  records  are  erroneous,  and 
requests  that  they  be  altereil  or  amended,  can  not  be  considered  by  this  Depart- 
ment, but  must  be  submitted  to  the  War  Department.  According  to  the 
records  in  this  case  the  soldier  did  not  ser\'e  ninety  days  in  the  late  war  of  the 
rebellion,  and  therefore  his  widow  is  not  entitleil  to  a  pension  under  the  exist- 
ing laws. 

Kate  D.  Smith  (tridow) 230 

4.  Soldier  was  enrolled  December  5, 1863,  was  reported  present  to  February  29,  1864, 

from  which  time  to  the  time  of  his  discharge,  OctoWr  3,  1864,  he  was  in  hos- 
pital or  on  furlough.  He  was  discharged  on  account  of  general  debility  and 
worthlessness,  the  certificate  of  discharge  containing  the  following:  **  Improper 
enlistment."  It  is  held  that  soldier  rendereti  more  than  ninety  days*  service 
during  the  war  of  the  rebellion. 

Helen  Randall  (indoir) 237 

Miasissippi  Marine  Brigade. 

6.  The  service  of  this  api^ellant  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  as  an  engineer  in  the 
Mississippi  Marine  Brigade  was  that  of  a  civilian  employee  of  the  Quarter- 
master's Department  of  the  Army  and  not  that  of  an  officer  or  enlisted  man 
in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United  States,  and  was  not  a  pension- 
able service  under  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890. 

George  B.  Dumell 226 

Termination  of  war  of  rebellion. 

6.  The  soldier  having  enlisted  in  a  loyal  State  after  enlistments  for  the  war  of  the 
rebellion  had  Ijeen  ordereil  discontinued,  his  service  was  presumptively  not 
{)en8ionabIe  service  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

Bettie  F.  Xichoh  (iridoir) 330 

Prior  service. 

P.  D.— VOL.  13—02 37 


578  INDEX   TO   DECISIONS. 

7.  In  the  absence  of  a  record  in  the  War  Department  of  a  prior  military  ser>ace  of 
the  deceased  soldier,  the  allegation  by  his  widow  that  he  had  such  prior  serv- 
ice was  immaterial,  and  the  rejection  of  her  claim  for  pension  upon  the  ground 
of  her  inability  to  furnish  evidence  showing  in  what  organization  such  alleged 
prior  service  was  rendered  was  improper  and  erroneous. 

Margaret  C.  Steele  (tvidotv) 288 

SLAVES. 

See  Marriage,  70, 129, 140, 173. ) 

SPECIAL  ACT. 

See  also  AccRCEj)  Pension,  181;  Commencement,  331. 

Construction. 

Appellant  was  pensioned  as  widow  under  section  3  of  the  ai*t  of  June  27,  1890,  at 
the  rate  of  $8  per  month  and  $2  additional  for  each  of  two  minor  children, 
when,  April  23,  1900,  a  special  act  for  her  benefit  was  passed  granting  her  a 
pension  of  |20  per  month  in  lieu  of  the  pension  she  was  then  receiving:  Heldf 
That  said  special  act  does  not  carry  with  it  $2  per  month  additional  for  each  of 
said  minor  children,  as  the  $20  per  month  is  in  lieu  of  the  pension  she  was  for- 
merly granted,  and  the  minors  were  not  provided  for  in  said  act, 

Lizzie  IT.  Hyndman  {widow) 95 

SPECIAL  EXAMINATION. 

See  Evidence,  437. 

SPECIAL  EXAMINEB'S  CONDUCT. 

1.  The  dropping  of  a  pensioner's  name  from  the  rolls  for  opien  and  notorious  adul- 
terous cohabitation  solely  upon  her  alleged  admissions  to  a  special  examiner  is 
error.  It  is  not  the-  province  of  a  special  examiner  to  seek  to  entrap  or  tlis- 
credit  any  claimant.  His  duty  is  to  assist  in  obtaining  the  facts  in  any  case 
without  espousing  the  cause  of  either  the  claimant  or  the  Government.  He 
must  be  fair,  impartial,  and  diligent  to  obtain  the  tnith  irrespective  of  whom 
it  benefits  or  injures. 

Annie.  Snyder  ( indavj) .357 

SUSPENSION. 

See  Fraud,  428. 

TENNESSEE. 

See  Marriage,  140. 

TERMINATION  OF  THE  WAH  OF  THE  P^BELLION. 

See  Service,  330. 

TEST  MEDICAL  EXAMINATION. 

See  Practice,  304. 


See  Marriage,  129. 

THTBD  OBADE. 

See  Appeal,  170. 
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TOTAI^  BISABrLITT  IK  ABM. 

See  Kate,  362. 

T&EASUBEB  OF  SOLBIEB43'  HOME. 

See  DiviHioN  of  Pension,  363. 

TWO  PENSIONS. 

See  Restoration,  378. 

TTPEWBITTEN  SIGNATUBE  OF  ATTORNEY. 

See  Appeal,  400. 


See  IscrRRENCE,  358. 

TTIiCEBATIONS  AND  SYNCOPE. 

See  Pathoixkhcal  Sequence,  112. 

VETEBIVABY  SUBGEON. 

S<^  Jurisdiction,  416. 

VIB&INIA. 

See  Marriage,  146. 

VOID  MABBIAGE. 

See  Le<jitimacy,  414;  Restoration,  118,  441. 

WAB  WITH  SPAIN. 

See  Practice,  344. 

WIDOWS. 

See  Dependence,  448;  Marriacie,  368;  Minor's  Pension,  148, 151 ;  Rkstoration,  118. 
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